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EN: God gave to 
Gowenant of this 
Teligious Rite was adminiftred, 
upon the ground of his own © 
faith 6], to all the 
capable of his famil 
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‘leld, Sec fd). But, for the future, the ap- 


‘Iwas the eighth day fiom the birth; except- 


‘lcbemites fe}, and others, whofe families were 
Gircumcifed together, as Abrabam'shadbeen[f}. 


iered rite alfo was adminiftred to perfons of 


“pew was one fat of 
By chrifian I mean baptifm, as adminifired 
i n the chrifiian church, commencing after the the death of Chritt 


his fon 


ed “time “of Circumcifion, in ordinary, 


the Se- 


ing the cafe of new Profelytes, ¢. g. 


Ih like manner, when the Covenant of Bap- 
‘ltifm [zg] was given to ‘el Chriftian Church, 
‘it feems very natural to fuppofe, that this fa- 


age both old and’young. For, Chrif- 
ian baptifm came in the room of Circumci- 
fiop, to. fuperfede: it [4]; and we find, 
at the beginning of the Gofpel Difpenfation, 
hole hou, sholds baptized together 
abam’s houfehold had been circumcifed to- 
gether. (though there.is.no.exprefs. mention 
lof any young children being then admitted ae 
the ordinarice, in the one cafe more than in - 
the other.) But, it is analogous to ‘think, 
t the ufual time of adminftrin baptifm, 


‘pfterwards, (excepting here again. the Cafe of 
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this. hath lead: fome” 


5) 


| no. particular direétion: 
the Gofpel, to defer baptifin’ ordinarily even to 
“the eighth day from the birth, «and 
beyond it, and Jeft of all to'riper 
therefore it might well be judged la ful br 

before.. However, in light the 
matter hath always'appeared to and} 
MeverthelefS, the facred: Hiftory 

of adult baptifm (which; 
mutt perceive, was a thing unavoidable. at the 
firk, inftitotion of: chriftiam ifm, even 
{appofing,- not: only’ that: children: were 
be ba ptized, ‘but that -baptifm, las.a ftand+ 
the ,chriftian church, like 

 Gircumcifion in the Fewi/b church, was chief: 
defigned ‘for -childten): fay, 'becaufe the 
 facted writings.of the: new: Teftament make 
frequent. mention of adult baptifm, without 
 exprefgly naming the) baptization of children; 
perfons: to’ conclude, that 
none, ‘but the adult were, oF bapi+ 
tized. this, 1 imagihe,. is turnan 


as the defcendants-of ; 


cumeifed . not their. before the. 
year of their.age, becaufe hap- 
pened.to be fo old, .when he was circumcifed) 
time firft’ inftitusion. of 
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sion 


thal’ ‘be :confidered, ‘how more, On 
the other fide, fort 
in the ¢ 


by degrees that the chriftian. religion 
world; and fo, from 
[to time, Converts came over to the 


bins we 

courfe in the ear- 
to conelude from dence, as 
would do, that- Infant-baptifm 


in ufe at that time, is evidendy’a 


ip sn command, fixing it to the eighth 
; it is poffable that others hight fall into a 
‘error about the time of admitting per- 


chrifian church, were as clear, 
as the evidence ‘for Infant-cir- 


no fufficient: ground of. or 
Infant-bapti if 


rfons: diflike, or dilufe it efpecially 


t, and bow 


time 


‘and; by confequence; adult bap- 


g conclufion. For, it by no means fol- 


lows, that lnfants were not 


- 


| 
| bites could comimit fuch a miftake, as to the 
elites 
Bs. 
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q far as I am able to judge, want of attention 
sings. in® mitive Church, hath proved 
| 
4 
| | 
| | F 


‘tivity. 


| 


ged in days, only because adult perfont;. 


i not born of chriftian 


to bapulm. 


felvés vouchfafe, to grant ‘ that Infant-baptifm 


parents, were admitted 
do-baptifts them- 


'The Antipe 


 Degan to fpread in the third century, and> 
generally prevailed i in the fourth [/].” And, - 


yet during that period, there are fome remark~. 
able inftances, 


and examples of adult bap- 


tifm. "Tis true; thefe cafes:have been mif- 
taken, and mifreprefented. For, the 
fons, fo baptized, 


chriftian 


that {up 
church. ‘The pretence 


aufible 


as Conflantine, 


the firft, were not 


were not born of baptzed 


fuppofed, and 
tion denied the general nfé 


the” 
own, Waa 
at the act. and before thé mat- 


ats, as fome have 


ae fact came to be critically examined by 
light of ‘hiftory, To read, or to hear, 
that foch eminent and illuftrions 


Conftantius, Grattan, 


infancy ;_ this, upon a flight and fuperficial 
_ view, might be apt, to raife a ftrong fufpi- 


that Infant-baptifm 
Known, or ptaGtifed, at the time of their na- 
But, upon a particu 


thefe and the 
Balt, 


was a 


thing little 


lar examination of 
like inftances, it appears, that 
all of them relate to perfons, 
whole 


in thee 
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rents ‘or tien” 


of their Mirth, were not 


baptized Chriftians 

fach examples, to difprove the conftant ufe 
of Infant-baptifm, in to the children 
profefied chriftians. .A fingle exception, 
two, if any be found, ‘cannot be’ 
thought of fafficient force, to fet afide a ge- 
neral rule, or to. prove a contrary cuftom; 
1" efpecialy confidering that a delay of baptifm, 
fome cafes, may be otherwifé accounted 
for, without fappofing Infant-baptifm not to 
Have in the fame p 


Point, I prefume, been 
Be by other hands, particularly by the -ufe- 
fol Kboure of Dr. Wall; to the conviction of 
the moft judicious ani learned Antipedo-bap- 


themfelves ; becaufe, they are now filent 
“There is, confefs, one 
(to fay nothing of others [n}) who | 
again flourith with thefe great 
in a book called; Belever’s Baptifm — 
@fplayed fo]. But,’ he. hath difplayed little — 
wifdom, or modefty in fo doing. Hisleader 
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Someof the more: illiterate the Antirzdo-bap- 
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“-tederomance 


pothing fo the purpofe, excepting one only, 
and that a dubious at viz, the 
wale, of. Gregory Naz ; at the time of 
whofe birth, that his father, (though. after- 
wards a. Bithop) a chriftian, is far from 
being certain [¢].., The, general ftream of hif- 


fond. of fach  expedients, I would. humbl 
another method of removing the dif- 


In thott, alltthe. inftances, 


referred to before, haye been thewed to be 


tory would prove. the contrary, but for one 
fingle. paflage in his be himfelf[r} 5 
which therefore hath puzzled all the Critics, 


that that the Dr. Wail could find 
ncile it with. hittorical truth 
—_ but by fappo fing a corruption of the text, an 


an emendation But, as 1am not 


ulty, ¢. thus : 


his Hit. of tof Bp. 
2. 
That Greg. Naxianzen's father was once 
ap from what himéelf of him. De Vita 
~ Nondum tot anni fant tui, quot jam in faerie 
Mihi fant perai vidtimis.——— 
baie If one were to amend by the fenfe without any 
"* book, or manufcript, I fhould think that Suesay has crept 
in by miftake for reason, &¢.——Yom are mot fo old, as my 


gray hairs art,———mis to the purpofe of the Father's ar- 


se: Ghat ‘Hift. of Inf. Bap. p. 2. 4. 
fect. 5. Edit. 3. It will yield as 
Sues, we read a agreei 


ith 
which is an eafier correétion. 


. Hefych. . Thos, beve 


before you was 
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gin's father {peaks of the time of Jarrifices, 


he shight refer, not to the time when himfelf 
was made a Bifhop, ‘(which probably was at 
@ very advanced age, as he was a heathen in his — 
Younger Gays) but to what was the 'moft 
ufaal time, in thofe days; of Bithops enter- 
upon their office; and this, according'to 
the Conftitutions 


‘was at fifty years of-age, 
though that role was not always obfetved (uj. 


“Thus then, the good ‘old “Bithop, urging his 

fon to affift him in his weighty charge, ‘may 

 guments, “that he had furvived (the com- 

of) the Epifcopal age,more 
** \yeats than his fon had lived:” and not, 

his fon had ‘not lived fo many years, as 

had been a Bifhop, according to the 

Latin tranflation.— 1 fubmit this remark to 

ment of the critical, and candid - 


i), judg 

i) Reader, And if, after all, it fhall not ap- — 

pear of fofiicient weight and force, to ferve — 

thé purpofe intended ; from the fingle 

 inftance of Gregory Nazianzen, no argu- 

 mentcan be drawn (as I hinted before) to 
| 


difprove'the general practice of Infant-bap- 


fet 
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(a) 


an t0 prevail, i's of 
pretended {w];) this is a 
without hiftorical 
as 1. hope to: thew in the Sequel, -by 
pratice of the. 


in; and. from, 


mer prefumption, 


confidering 


time, of Se Augufti 


int 
tracing it 


back tocthe, firft ofall 


primitive 


=. 
‘ 
& 
> 
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N: antiquity; and trace 
“back the original,: of Infant-Baptifm, we 
time of St, Augufin, who 


this 


tro: 


itive Church 


can be no 


the sme of St. Vid. Avguftin de 

Fide Caréch men, &c. | when Infant-Ba 
acknowledge, wat commen vie. ‘trath’ is, order 
in 

were not perfons born of bapt baptined Chritian Parenes, 


» fee. Pie 


prac- 
proofacall,'* For that 


3 * a 
ra 
j 


fin- whole days ice of Patdo-baptifm 
confefedly pr But, wherit ip pre- 
tended, that it was chiefly owing! to his-in. 


fience, Sand ‘authority,”t it 
prevail, either then Or afterwards [x);this | 
tence is a contradiGion both tovhiftory ‘and 
common ‘fenfe: For; St. Augufinhim® 
oe — of it, as the antient practice of the 
verfal church {y]... And how.could he.be | 
and ftupid, as to affirm fucha thing, | 
Infant-Baptifm was generally known inhis 
days, tobe a novel, of late invention, which =| 
it’s eflablifoment to , himfelf ? Let, me | 
‘farther obferve, when the: Pelagians: were 
BE prefled with an: nt, in proof 
Of Original Sin, from Infant-ba ifm ; th 
_ Hever denied i to be an'apoftolical 
| the : chriftiah 
which, being the: 
tclear of the difficulty, they would un- 
btedly have taken it, had 
nd for fuch a } 
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‘fare: 


but for want OF 
of “thé matter. thei’ cou 


courage ; 


unit 
tem to deny it, if’ they’ could 
fiftently with honour ‘and 


have’ done 
argumen 
was 
igpon ‘as 
on the coneraty, was confidered:” ‘all 
divine inftitution, and the i imme- 


fides," as a 


og to 


the ground, 


ing 
; ad 


fat from bel being’a. thing ng. ‘or Took; 


int avin 
Chie 


m 


that’ “upon 


atktiowledge “the? “‘necefity of 

though” ‘Upon’ a’ different 

was not thettfore, for want 

“fot, ‘the y* wéte “men ‘of 
ence. thidt the Pelagia 


it. But, the fact itfelf is enough for 

puirpofe,’ iz. 'tHat "the Pelagiahs'did Wh 
y wis Offered, ‘anid’ they ‘had “the 


it Con 
"his dppeats to af 
‘that “thé “practice ‘OF Infant: Bap 


a invention; in days 
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t argument which 
Jo. do got: care t 
though 


she 
¥ forced-to seme it, 


we refently 
all 
method 
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and 


te 


pritten 
ayy, tt mult be ihewn, that 
cuftoms the fame 


and 


notion 


Bat. bef 
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Be hie 
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Th. | Soot, we were 
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‘a 


that’ Dr: Gilt hath: ‘advanced; th atdertorevade: 
the force of our 
the Dotter, ** embare 
Us: mighe*be \ ‘with? the afgu« 
iil about, 


saffed: Pelagi 
‘iqnent, it did not leadito' scot 
«about: the acter, former‘ wasithe — 
difpate. Very welld then both fides 
were “agteéd ‘about ‘the’ jubjedt 
However, thedifpute with the Pelagi 
in lead to # controverfy“about 
jectof ba ptifm,’ fo far’ ag that they weresacs 
tvally and even teaged with: an agus > 
ment fom Tofant-Baptifns the dearned: 
| t but knows: how eafya 
q matter had itbeen for them; to 
goment at ‘once, “and ‘get’ clear of ‘it-for-ever; 
without any moreadoe, only by denying 
Baptifm, if they could have denied .it-with . 
fate confcience? I appeal to the Doctor hime: 
felf, whether: this. was lot thse 
and the. moft method, to filence all: - 


his opponents. ‘This. may proper. 


anfwer to what follows “Nor was 
great a temptation, and much lle 


it fo greatly concern-him 
to deny the ba ifm of Igfants; on’account . 
* of hip tenet fince: he was: able ‘upon’ 


28 “ 
ae 
be 
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that of semiffion of: fins and 


toattend to it. he goes on thas, 


the -kiogdom, 


fromInfant-E 
fant- Baptifn: was. 
fides, and itis what Pelag 
given bim t6.deny. it, if he. could have done 


and troth.—The 
thould be known, and oblerv- 4 
that we shave no writings of Pelagius a 


importance of knowing 
the prefent cafe; de- | 
| iy that he ‘hath been. wfed fairly, is 
willing to allow his (i, €4 authori- 


pasticularly their .receiving,-and enjoying 


nothing in all-this, that affects our argument, 


the leaft.!.; We.jreadlily. grant, that. 
gius was not obliged by his principles to deny 
On the.contrary,.we affirm, | 
anid maintain, ‘that he neither did,|nor.could 
| deny it. But, what we urgeis this, that, when | 
was vehemently with an.eargument 
oof of original fin,In- 
dered as a.medium al. 


Infant-Baptifm,, On 


it with. any appearance of reafo, 


Ss, 


ut, whereis the, ufe, ot 
and obferving this, in 


« 


* ties.” Why, it is here, that we join iffus 


with him itis only upon {uch evidence, 


as we have, that we can proceed, in deciding 
any controverted point of thisnature.. If od 
Doétor can produce any better we are 


‘wt 


Of ; -heaven, Bhere., dg 


a 
Bid. 
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be 
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«“ acute, eatned, ‘and 

gacious ‘Pelagius was, yet falling in with 
© the ftream of the times, and not feeing him- 
felf concerned about the fubjects, but the 
end of baptifm, might give himflf no 
é trouble to enquire into the'tife of it; but 
« ¢ake it for granted, as 4uftin did, — that 
« it had been the conftant uf ge of the church, 
« and an apoftolic tradition.” — Upon which 
it is obvious to remark. (1.) We have here 
a fair conceffion that the fream of the times tan 
in favour of Infant-Baptifm, as the con/lant u- 
fage of the church, an tion, 
= in the days of Au/tin; and of Pelagius, who 
n in the year sr to teach his errors at 
Rome, as fays Dupin That ‘Pelagius 
fhould fall in with the ftream of the times, 
whatever 4u/tin might ‘do is highly impro- 
bable. -Nor can it be fappofed that dujtin 
himfelf aéted in this manner, without grant- _ 
ing at the fame time, that the practice ‘of In- 
fant-Baptifin was a prevailing’ cuftom before 
_ he came into play, which therefore could ‘not — 

be owing to his influence, and authority [4]. 

For, though we allow him ‘to be a very acute 
_ man; yet furely he could not be the author 


of fuch an ingenious contrivance, as firft to — 


Haife the ftream of the times, and then faffer 
himklf to becarried with Bat, in 
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18 
Pelagius, I fay, itis highly impro- 


that he fhould fall in with the ftream 
f the times, and take the thing, in queftion, 
r granted without examination. So that 
here is no weight, or force in the Doctor's 
 fuggeftion, viz. “ that Pelagius might give 
no trouble to enquire into the rife 
uiring into mere but 
and facts, And was, it: is 
 Gertain that Pelagius was not of that. temper, 
ie and compl plexion, as to fall in with the ftream | 
of the times. Witness his open oppofition 
: volgar-doétrine of ori fine In this. 
gale Pelopins went againft the ftream of the 
and particularly againft Auftin hime 
felf, whether at the head, or in the midftof 7 
the fiream, (3.) If Pela gius faw himfelf no» 
about the fubjects, but. the 
end of baptifm ; as Dr. Gill fays; thisim- 
plys, that Infant-Baptifm was no point of 
controverfy bet ween him, and his nents, © | 
[t was a point in which both fides were ful- 
5 agreed ; otherwife, when he was. urged © 
with an argument from Infant-Baptifm, he 
_ fight have difpatched it at once, and ftruck - 
gil his.adverfaries dumb, by denying Iofant-— 
Baptifm ; as, am Dr. Gill, or 
any other fkilful difputant, would have done © 
* the fame cafe; and Pelagius appears to. . 
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19 
of ‘not to have let flip an 
vaiitage —But let us attend the Dodfor. 
4. Tho’ Pelagius complained, that he. 
was defamed, and fendered b fome, who 
charged him with denying Baptifm 
Yet this, Auftin obferves, was only a thift 
ee we his, in order to invert the ftate of the 
-queftion, that he might more eafily an- 
‘to what was objected to him, and pre- 
his own opinion [/].”—~Now, for 
patt, I cannot conceive, with what view Dr, 
4 Gill mentioned this, or with what pertinency 
it isbrought in here, unle{s with a defign to in- 
 finuate, that Pela notwithftanding his 
= pretences to the contrary, did really deny In-— 
int-Baptifm, For, the Dottor immediately 
adds ; “ ‘And certain it is, according to 4u/- 
‘tin, that the Pelagians did deny beptifin to. 
fome Infants, even to the Infants of Beliey- 
§ ers, &c.” — But; I mutt ‘leave the Doc- 
: er to reconcile this with what he had 
faidy under the Jatt article, of Pelagius fale 
L's in with the fiream of the times, and not fee~ 
- ing bimfelf concerned about the. fubjects of p 
 tifm; and fo to examine the 
his round aflertion, “© that, according to. 
 Auftin, the Pelagi 


ians did deny baptifm to 
fome Infants, even the of Belicy- 
_affertion indeed! and a 


ask I hope 
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the Dottor’ conviction, At prefent, le 
confider, what the complaint Pelagius 
really was, and  Auftin’s reflections upon it, 
in order to fet the matter in a true light, that 
| the Reader may not be miflead by the Doc- 
|tor’s reprefentation of the cafe.  Pelagius then 
‘ ‘faid [m] ** that he was ‘defamed, and flan- 
| dered by fomé men, as denying ‘the fatra- 
of baptifm to ‘Infants, and promifing 
the kingdom o beaven to fome without the 
of Ghrift, Bat (fays Auftin) 
thin ngs. afe not objected to them, as 
hath’ put them, For, neither do. they 
deny the of baptifn to Infants, © 
the kingdom of heaven to any 
without the redernption of Chrift. There- 
for, 


| 


[a] Tn mifit (fe. Pelagia ad 
memoriz papam Innocentium (quoniam eum in cor 
Boninvenerunt, et fandlo pape: Zozimo datz funt, 


nos Inde direétz) dicit ab hominis infamari, quod neg 
baptifmni. facramentum, et redemptione Chr 
iquibys cpelorum regna Sed non fic  illis 


objiciuntur, po/ujt. parvulis negant | 
| gliqnuibps regna promittunt,  Itaque unde fe queritar 
| jpfamari.¢o modo ut facile poffet, crimini objecto 
fallvo dogmate,« refpondere. Objicttur autem illis, quod 
mon baptizatds pervalos nolunt damnationi primi hominis. ob- 
noxios canfiteri, et in eps tranfiiffe originale peccatum regene- 
ratione purgandam,. quoniam propter accipiendum. 
eis-objicitur de baptifmo parvulorum! non qued 
i ita ‘ut poffit fuz quafi adverfantis 
Denique 
uomodo refpondeat advertite, et videte latebras, &c, Ay: | 
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that he might. ecafily. anfwer to.what was 


for,-he hath /tated. in. fuch; 4. manner, 


objected to him, and preferve his.own opi- 
pion, (i. as fin) Now, that, 
which is objeéted againft. them, is. bis, 
« that they will not acknowledge unbapti- 

Infants to be liable to the condemna- 
tion of the firft.man, and that original fn 


«hath upon them to, be purged by re- 


‘< generation; becaufe they maintain, , thet 
4“ they are to be baptized only that they may 
“receive the kingdom. of -heaven, &c.—Be- 
hold: what is objedted. to them. Concerning 
= f*-the baptifm of Infants! ‘Thus, 
whatever shuffling Pelagius might uf, ufe, it was 
not -to difguife any private opinion he enter- 
— tained: aga init. Infant-Baptifm, | as). Dr. Gills 
way, of this matter,,would lead . 
 -oneto.fufpect. For, asi 4u/tip, affirms, this 
contrary, “Auftin exprefsly fays, that the Pe- 

fagians did not deny. the facrament.of baptifm 
to bot held that they were.to be bap- 
tized; that they might receive the kingdom 

__. Let us now examine the truth of, our learn- 
ed Doétor’s affertion,. viz. and certain it is, 
f*:a¢ecording to Auftin, that the Pelagians 
© did deny aptifin to fome Infants, even to 
the. Infants of Believers, and. that for this 
Teafon, ‘becanfe they were holy.” Here; 


it will thatthe 
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/ | 
Doétor was lead.intoa by un: 
derftandin abfolutely what was fpoken 
bypot liy, © For, the Pela gians did not 
abfolutely deny baptifm to the infants of Be- 
Tieverss bat only denied the neceffity of 


- 


at 


on of their antagonifts, 
m infitting upon the neceffity of 
on. another: account, viz. that 
gbtenter into the-kingaom of beaven. 
fe in this argument, that we 
writings and com- 
leat, obliged ‘with: fmall 
| tions from them, without 
he of fecing them in their due order, 
nd copnexion. oweyer, by a narrow im 
of’ the upon which Dr-Gill 
groanded’ his miftake; we fhallcafily § 
ai. lis error. . St, Auguftin — 
the’ difcourfe thus Bot 
“what we have faid above, in anfwer to 
« thot that fay, If begets a finer, 
fhould?'beget a righteous 
man; the’ alfo fay in ‘anfwer 
thof who affirm, that one. born of: 
‘thoutld be confidered as 
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F 
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(23) 


after we have thefe words [o 


little 


the ppoftle fays, your children would be 


clean, but now are they holy’: and 
fay they, the children o oven 
now to be baptized.” 


ettion, that the Pelagians deni 


Gift, that the words do not mention Infants, 
#¢§ but children at large, and fo may inclade the 
© adult children of Believers ; and confequently © 
make as much againft adult Baptifin, as 
fant-Baptifm) that the Pelagians did not 
 folutely deny ba to the Infants of Believ 

ers, is 
their atgum 


; which is only 


are born of Believ 
ie tized, 


if 
go into condem- 


ni 


autem fant fanGi et ideo inguiunt fideliam filii jam baptiagsi 


Auguftin. ibid. 
Et conera noftram quidem non eft affertionem, etianfi 


quamvis dicant 
male peccatum. Auguftin. ibid, an- 
| in fays, that the Pe 

not enter into the heaven 


fants, of baptized chriftians, But to 


t we 


“upon which Dr: Gill bith 
baptifim 


4 to the Infants of Believers. Bat (not to in- 


what follows 1 In to 
argumentum 


tized chil, 


tur, quod cos dicimus, mos bap 


ij 
: 
} 
a 
‘ 
other occafion St. 4 
4 
; 
sid. 2. 


| 


ii 

(viz. the Pelagians) fhut the be of 
heaven, they fay, they have no 


j “a fin, perfonal, or original.” —And now, let 


any impartial Reader judge, whether, as I 


faid before, the learned Dodcfor was not lead 


into a’ great miftake, by underftanding abf- 


Tgtely, what was only fpoken bypothetically. 


it manifeftly appeat, from the very 
rds of Au/tin in Pt place referred to by the’ 
or,. that the Pelagians held Baptifm to be 
ty for the Infants of Believers. There- 


re, they could not deny Baptifm to fuch In= 
abjolutely, but only upon the fuppofi- 
tion of their opponents, viz. that the defign 


e direct contrary of what Dr. Gi// afferts is 


gertain according to Auftin, We thall take 
im tripping again, under the next article 
in a yet more egregious manner. 


Pelagius fays no fuch thing, that’ he | 
is never heard, no not even any impious he- q 


retic, who denied Baptifm to Infants f4).” 


This is a furprizing affertion in the Doéfor, 
|For, we thall prefently: prove, and out of his 
mouth, that Pelagius faid the very thing 
His ‘words are [r], “ that he ‘never 
| heard, no not of any impious heretic, who 


; 


hoc, profit, de 


| 


— 


of was to cleanfe from fin, Andthus, J 


; 
4 
i 
Ry. 
4 
: 
Bea 


or mentioned.” = The 

, as the Doéfor rightly obferves, de- 

upon the phrafe, guod propofuit, what 

| propofed, or mentioned, of whom, 
hat that is to be underftood.” But 
the fame or the like phrafe is ufed feygral 

_ times in the difcourfe, and plainly: reset eve~ 

ty -time'to the fame: perfon, and thing, vizs 

( ee to Pelagius himfelf, and to the ftate of the 

gueftion, ‘as he had put. it [s];” to borrow 

thie Doétor’s words again, . Accordingly, the 

~Doétor fays, this feems to be» the fenfe 

far we are agreed. ‘Nothing now 

rémains,. for clearing up the. whole matter, 

but to confider, ‘how Pelagius: had, in faé&; 
ftated the tions: Reprefenting (fays. the 

that’ he was charged with promi» 

« fing the kingdom of heaven:to fome with= 

out the redemption of Chrift Butoh, 

good Doctor! Is this the whole of his reprefen- 

tation? (or propofition, to ufe St. Aajtin's phrafe) 
Have you not (I am loth to fay defgnedly) 
dropt the Jirft part of it? the part, which ex» 

ly mentions the Bapti/m of Infants? the 
very part, in fhort, upon which the prefent 
queftion| depends! For, Pelagiusshad repre. 


fented, 2 nd he was 


fue ‘Vid. fu 
[ev] Digit fe infamari, quod neget parvalis 


facramentum, et abfque redemptione Chrifti hee ali- 


; 
| 

on 

4 

| 


— 


« unjuftly charged with denying the facta» 
of baptifm to. Infants, and promifi ng 
«¢ the kingdom of heaven to fome without the 


yedemption of Chrift ;” as we have feen be- 


fore. Therefore this is, in part, what Pelagius 
faid, he never heard, no not ofany impious he- 
retic that would fay concerning Infants, viz, 7 
that they were to be denied Baptifm; which | 
was one thing falfely laid tothis charge, as Pela~ 


gus complained and the words refer tothe 
of the queftion, as be bad put it, by Dre 


Gil?s own cobfeffion. Confequently, the 


learned Dodfor is. miftaken again, or (which 
Jiwould hope is not the cafe) willing to lead 

_ others into a miftake, when he affirms, that 
Pelagius {ays no fuch thing. And towhat © 


can we impute the Doéor’s quoting by halves, — 4 


 f@ntence, upon which the prefent debate 


wholly turns? but to his extefive modefty, 
which could not bear the mortificanon of 2 ff 


his following words {x}, ‘‘ take the words 
*¢ which ‘way you will, they can’t be made § 


fay, that he never heard, that any heretic § 
$edenied Baptifm to Infants.” For, taking | 


the words in 47s own way, they as plainly fay — 
tbis, as the other thing he mentions ; becanfe 
oth are. equally included: in the | propofition, | 


OF 
| 


| 


-epnd thoughts, he may fee reafon to retract J 


| 
| 2 | 
% 
t 
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or in the ret the quéft ion, as Pelagius had 
pit.) the Ba ptifm of Infants was 

not in the propo how comes 

their Baptifm, and regeneration in Chrift, to 

be mentioned ‘afterwards with reference to 


it L3 whethet putat, or vetat, be the right 


~ Having fet this matter in a proper 
us now the Dothor: a ftep 


Auftin hithfelf doth’ fay, that 
«the had never heard, or read of any catho- 
lic, heretic, or that denied In- 
fant- Baptifin [2]}." — To which T anfwer, 
it is not material to the-purpofe in-hand, whe- 


«ther 4uftin himtelf fays fo, ‘or not. We 


‘have already feen him quote Pelagius, faying 
the Rrongelt thing, that any -man‘.could fay, 


for the tual and univer fal practice of 


fant-Baptifm in the chriftian ehurceh from the 
beginning. But, the Doétor ‘adds; ‘He 
“could never fay any fuch' thing’;” and gives 
feveral reaforis for st,’ we fhall examine 
in their order, 

Says the Doétor [a], He know, 
«© that Tertullian had oppofed it” Here the 
‘Doétor hath: changed: terms of the propa- 
fition.. F ory it,’as a reafon to: prove, 


Ly] es baptizari, et ‘in Chtift 
** So it is in my edition of Auflin; putar, and not vetat, as 
Dr. Gill. ibid. p- fie Vid. Wall's 
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thet Auftin had heard of fome body, who | 
denied \nfant-Baptifm, that he muft know, | 
that Tertullian had oppofed it. But, whatever 
Auftin might know of that matter, one thing 
he certainly knew, viz. how to diftin guifh be- 


tween perfons denying and 
their oppofing, or contradifling it, in fome & 


Sort [4]. Ot this kind was Zi ertullian’s 4 
fition to it, For, whatever he faid againft it, 
not properly deny Infant-Baptifm; but, 
onthe contrary, allowed of it.in cafes of ne- J 
-ceffity ; as will be thewn in. its proper place. 
Therefore the Doétor’s firft. argument fallsto 7 


ground, St... might know, 
that Tertullian had fome way oppofed it, and 
yet have never heard of any one that denied 
infant-Baptifm.. _ 

\(2.) “ And he himéelf (fay ihe Doétor 
) “was at the council of Carthage, and there 
 prefided, and was at the making of that ca- 
“jnon, which: runs thus; al/o st is our plea- 
af fure, that whoever denjes, that new-born 
“| Infants are to be baptized —— let bim be 
‘* anathema: but to what pur rpofe. was ‘this 
“*/canon made, if he, and his brethren knew 
none that denied To 
fay, that. this refpects fi ome people, who 
vy, ‘were ftill of the fame opinion with Fidus, 

jan’ that lived I 15° years be- 
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( 29) 
«. fore this time, that Infants were not. to be 
«* baptized until they were eight days old ,isan 
idle notion of Doétor Wail any 
*¢ man in his. fenfes think, that’ a council, 
$y confifting of all the Bithops. Africa, 
“ fhould agree to anathemize their own bre- 
‘© thren, who were.in the fame opinion, and 
of Infant-Baptifm with themfelves; 
«only they thought it fhould:not be admi- 
niftred to. them; as: foon as: born, but.at 
“ eight days old? Credat Yudeus Apella, Bc.” 
—Now here let it be obferved (1. ) It appears 
by the inftance of Fidus (whofe opinion might 
poflibly furvive himfelf 150 yearss.thereis 
novabjurdity in the that fome per- 
fons might be againft: the baptizing of new- 
born Infants; and yet not deny Infant-Bap- 
tifm, unlefs they could both deny, and prac- 
tife it at the. time. For; Fidus himfelf 
was for having. Infants baptized, when they 
were eight days old ; at which age they furely _ 
were Infants fil. Accordingly (2.) The Ganon 
before usrelates, not to Infants at large, but 
ly to newsborn Infants, F or, fo it is 
both in. the Greek [e], and likewife in the 
old Latin\copy, ina. Treatife bound up.with 
St. “2 works to wal 


pti- | 


| 
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-ifants, is evidently to pervert it’s meaning, 
ito putea fenfe upon 
‘makers of it never intended. For, if they 


lt muft then be a 


fant- Baptifm. Becaufe, as appear 


(30) q 
‘send the:canon farther, than to new-born In. 


and 
the: canon, which the 


jmeant. Infants at large; why did they ufe 
a reftriGtive term, as new-born Infants! 

wrong conclufion, a 
‘one to ‘infer from hence, either that Aufin, 
jor any of his brethren, knew of fome,:that 
‘denied Infant-Baptifm. For, if ary perfons 
iwere againft the baptizing of new-torn Infanis; 
fit by no means follows, that they denied In- 
s by the § 


ftance of Fidus, thofe, that were in the fame | 
and practice of Infant-Baptifm with @& 
might neverthelefs think, that it 
‘fhould not be adminiftred tothem, as fcon as 
\born, Iv is obfervable, that St. Aufin him- | 
elf [g] makes mention of children, 
by. way of contradiftinction from children 
th old, with ‘an eye to the fcruple of 
Fidus. 4%) It is demonftrably certain, that 
‘this canon was not made againft any perfons, 
that denied Infant-Baptifm. Becaufe, it was 
mad Pelagius, and Celefius, as is 
by ‘Photius, who mentions this ca- 
‘non{4}.. But, neither of thefe men denied 
‘Jnfant-Baptifm. What then did they deny? 
tefolution of will lead us into 
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truc meaning, and defign of the canon 
and farnith us with a proper anfwer to the 
Doétor’s queftion, (viz. to what 
was this canon made?”) without receding in 
the leaft from our hypothefis, that the mak. 
ers of the canon, even their grand prefident 
himfelf (tho’ the council confifted of all the 
Bithops in Africa) knew of uone, that denied 
Infant-Baptijm.—Now, though Pelagius de- 
nied,, Celeffius confefled that, according to 
ufital form. of Baptifm, Infants were ‘to be 
baptized for the remifion. of fin; and both 
agreed in this, that Infants derived no original 
from Adam. Let us then the 
= canon, which was made againft them jointly, 
with proper attention ; and it will appear to 
©) be judicioufly, and accurately framed, in few 
™ words, according | to this double occafion. The 
canon bears this ¢#t/e [2], That Infants are, or 

aretto/be, baptized for the remiffion of fin.” 

= And it runs thus[2]: “ It is alfo our plea- 

« fure, that whofoever denys that Infants newe 

© born are to be baptized, (¢. g. Pelagius) or 
“ fays that they thould 'be baptized, (e. g. 
Celeflius (1) jor the rem of fa ; bat 


Lente ‘nail dh 


| faa 


i> 


| 
‘Or? 
[4] 
Tan yastpat 
bod - 
saw, 


‘which’ dught to’ ‘be 


Per, 


‘and Celeftius) let him be anathema.” Thus, 
ceording to the #itle, and to the’ occa/ion, and 


id, as that the remiffion of fin ftands i in con- 
pexion with the fir/f, as well as with the fe- 
fond claufe; there being: a plain contraft ‘be- 
pween Pelagius's denying, and Celeftius’s con- 
efing,, ‘the ‘Baptifm of Infants for the remif- 


Infants; but againft Bim, who denied, that 


remiffion of jin , as is well known Peiagius did, 
tho’ he te their baptifm to be neceffary up- 
gn another account, viz. that they might enter 


e reafon of the council's fo particularly fpe- 
new-born Ynfants. (or, Infants mew- 
born from their mother's womb ; ‘as the canon 
set it) Becaufe, as fach Infants could 
t be fuppofed guilty’ of any attual,’ or per- 
Qnal fin their own ; this precifion in word- 

canon was. intended’ to limit'the ted- 


the whole emphafis lics in this ciccumftance 
of Infants being new-born,’ And no | one 
could rationally pretend, ‘as the council itfelf 
‘though that fuch lofants fools in 


Infants were’ ‘to’ be baptized forthe 


Thee! 
of regeneration, iG g. both Pelagius; 


the confiruétion of this canon, it is fo fram- 


hon of fin. ‘Therefore, that part of the-canon 
was not made againft any pation ‘that‘abfo- 
lntely denied the Baptifm even of new-bora 


the ki ingdom of beaven. This ifcovers 


‘Jan of their Baptifm to original fin. 1n thort, 
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(43 
of Baptifn in’ tual and 
that fay, for the remiffion of fin [2] 5 if 
they: derived:no.original: fin ftom Adam. -And 

this explains the meaning of what the learn- 

ied Photius fays of the council at Carthage, who 

made the .canon under confideration, viz. ° 

that they anathematized thofe, who faid, 

bond Infants ftood: in no need 
 Baptifm, becavfe they derived no original 
fin from Adam.” = Therefore, tho’ we have 

.no occafion to fuppofe with Dr. Wall, that 

- the canon refpects fome people, who were 
© ftill of the: fame opinion with Fidus, aa 

-“« African Bithop, that lived 150 years before 
time;” ( Gill may call this an idle 

motion, if he pleafeth ; we-want it ‘not) Yet 
(wonder it, who will) ‘a council conlifting 

of all the Bithops in Africa, did, in 

© agree, to anathematize their own brethren, 
© who were in the fame opinion, and practice 

of Infant-Baptifm with them{elves;” only 
they differed about the reajfon of the thing. 
we an exprefs claufe in the canon, 

Infantes autem debere in remiffionem pecca- 

 torum fecundum regulam univerfalis eeclefie ——conhitenur 

fays Celeftius, Auguftin. de peccat, orig. c. 5. Hence. that 
n, Quid feflinat ionocens remiffionem, peceato-, 

‘Celeftiam. ‘Phot. Bibligch. cod, 53 
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qvacitio eit inter nos, et ipfos, utrum parvali baptizandi°fint, 
fed de causa quaeritur, baptizand) fine. | 


| that the of this: were not 


| tized on the account of original fin allo. And 
doth not Dr. Gil himfelt fay, and fay tru 
Auftin having teftified the fame thing [p},) 


** tifm, and about thé latter, and not the for+ 
was the difpute [q).” 
‘any competent, and candid Reader will judge 
a fafficient anfwer to.what the Doctor hath 
| ‘advanced, both lately, and ona formerocca- 
‘fon [7}, with reference to the Carthaginian 
‘eduncil, and their famous canon, For, itis & 
-manifett upon the whole, that tho’ St, 
ftin prefided in that council, and was at 
® the making of this canon ; he might not- & 
withftanding, have never heard, or read of 
‘© any catholic, heretic, or fchifmatic, that de- 


der, what farther props, the Doétor hath, 
Support his tottering hypothefis. 


that it after this man- 


| 
1 
| 


| 


tisfied, if a perfon’ owned, that. Infants: wete 
to be baptized Sor the remiffion of fin ; aniels 
he acknowledged) that: theye were to be bap> 


* that thecontroverly with the was 
* not about but the end of Bap» & 


This, prefume, 


Infant-Baptifm.” —Let us now confi- 


(3-) Ls] 4u/tin himfelf makes mention of 


| 


Concedont oportere. Non erpo 


ibid. p. 2 
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tims 
i6n for their own informatic 


Men are ufed to afk this 


«jon, fays be,)of what profit is’ the {gcra~ 
*s) ment of chriftian-baptifm to Infants, feeo 
ing when. they have received it, for: the 
‘hey die, before they know any 
« thing off But neither doth this come - 
up! to the point, or prove,’ what? ic vis’ 
ledged for,’ viz. )that- duftin had heard of any» 
(1 mean any chriftian, whether catholics 
heretic, or [cbifmatic) who denied Infant-~Bap» 
For (1:) men might afk-fuch’a queit=" 
without deny) 
ing Infant-Baptifm,: or fo much as arguing. 
againft it. In the fame place St. Auftin makes’ 
mention of another queftion, which fomé’ 
ignorant people were uled to. afk, ‘in reference 
to the dati of Infants, and their bodily pains. 
What occafion was'there forone fo be 
* who departed this life, before he could) 
merit any thing?” ‘This:queftion he: hath 
no fooner anfwered;> but che the 
other. queftion- woduced ‘by the and 
it in‘ foch ‘a manner,!as put it’ 
upon the fame foot with: the ‘former [v]) 
‘if that -queftion atked by any’ 


 chriftian| it could only be for thé-fake of ind 
formation.” (and ‘when 


rfons are ignorant, 
it is very commendable in them defire, tor 


* 
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-ithus ‘argue! againft Infant-Baptifm ; it in- 


for arguing’s -fake : and this very 


| 
| 


pol, that the queft~ 


ith a.defign to argue againf the birth 


children, dying in Infancy.’> But, there 
jis the fame reafon to fuppofe as the Doce 
‘tor hath to, fuppofe,. from the like queftion 
the Bapts/m. 
‘‘uifaney,. that the. 


of. children, dying in 
perfons, afked; the 
queftion, againfe its \)(2,): If they did: 


upon the. Doctor to prove, that they 
‘were. chrifisans. Por, there: is; fome reafon 
to. doubt of it, confidering in what manner St. 
Auftin introduces. the fjmilar quettion going 


before, calling. it a.calumny And truly, 


if. it) was. meant! a8.an objection, it is fuch 
calumny, tefleétion upon divine Provi- 
a$could. from the mouth of 
none, but-men of atheittical principles; 
3.) They might even argue in this manner 
Infant-Baptifm ; and yet not deny it 

nay, be fo.far from, denying it, as to prac- 
tife.jt themGlves, fuppofing them to be chrife 
ns, For, there is athing, as arguing 
way | have 
wo. \the fame queftion.afked among, and 
by thofe, who.do praétife Infant-Baptifm. 
nd J-would gravely afk the DoGor, whe- 

her he really that any of thofe men, 

who raifed other difficulty: about the dirth 
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( 37 
‘of ‘their own objection, to rendersilut 
of the next thing. 9 
\And: as» before (Gays Dre 
Gill he bringsiin the Pelagians faying, 
that the Infantsiof believers cought not to 
bap ized [ ” But, in relation to what 
he hath defore obferved as to this matter; we 
define roved that our learned Doctor is 
miftake, And fo we proceed» 
to his lafta (which will prove faulty; 
like the | ft) to Prove, 
not fay, what he ismade tofay.”) 
(54) “And fo ¥ crome who. aco 
“ temporary-of his, {peaks of fome chriftians; 
noluerint baptifma, who refufed to 
** give baptifmn to their children; {o that tho’ In+ 
= ‘* fant-Baptifm greatly obtained inthofe times, 
“yet was not. o. general as -this'author rev 
 prefents it. © therefore could not 
“ fay, what he is made to fay.”: Thus far 


Doétor [a]. But; his conch is now 
come to it’s laft legs; fo it will bevhard fet, 
to maintain it’s ground. The {mall ferap of 


Latin words, cited from: Serome; may feem, 


perhaps, to make forhis« purpofe;: detached) 
as they are, from the oh the fentence ; 


but, confidered in their duc connexion, they 
will appear with a different afpect. For, up- 
on exami et pallage, Dottor will be 


fa] lbid. 


ibid. 
i 
Ly] Augufiin. de 
[x] Ep. ad Latam. 
| . 
. 


| this: former 
| by underftanding: here again: ‘what 
-was only by ‘way of fuppofition. Be~ 
| catife,; St. 
| the Doétor’s manner of quoting him would 


4 


| infipuate ; but only putting cafe ; in order 


| hed to manage: 
daughter Paula to Bethlehem, &c: And 
ling surged’ that parents» are! accountable for 


(38) 


‘Jerome is not relating a ;\as 


to illuftrate,: and: enforce a point, which ‘he 
with Lete, about fending her 


their: children, during. theirs. minority, ‘he 
‘adds [2]5\** perhaps, dia 
Should. not 


have received them ‘only; to 


upon 


 Baptifm.” Thus, itis’ plain, St... Ferome 
‘not fay;. what Dr: Gill. would make; him 


if, he had ‘néver |heard ‘one 
‘Befides, if:;we thould fuppofe; without. any 


theefe; which St. ‘Ferome puts, 


be faé# ; this.will: not prove, that any chrifti- 
ans. denied - Infant-Baptifm in thofe days, but 


Nifi fort exiftimas, Chriftianoram élios, 
receperint, ipfos tantum reos effe peccati,et- nen etiam 


“ebe ‘guilty.of) fin, and the fault. not: toslie 
thofe, ‘that, would: not give them 


nor «isi:he iftating a matter of bur 


upon: a: /uppofition ; and in. this 
Manner leitherrhe;; or.any 


have argued;. 
fingle: chriftian, that denied Infant-Baptifin. 


other man, might | 
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ces{c]. For, it, fometimes. happens in our 


it, through the negle#, of parents, 


days, that children, miG. of Baptifm, and die — 
who are far from denying Infant-Baptifm ne~- 


werthelefs,; . By: the way, ‘it is obvious to.re- 


mark, that the great St... Yerome thought, that 


omiffion. 


proofs, to fupport affertion,  ‘‘ that 


§Auftin could not-fay, what he made. to 


fay” and. whether: he,hath not, failed in 
every,one.of them, I appeal to. all. the learned 


-world..| Therefore, I will venture to affirm, 
that for any thing he hath fa:d himéelf to prove | 


the contrary, ufiin could fay, what he .is 
made fay ; whether, in fact, he did fay i it, Or 
‘Not 5) which is not very material. Tt is fuffi- 
cient for our purpofe, that St. 4uftin could fay, 


he had any occafion, that he had never 


“ beard, or read of any catholic, heretic, or 


& {ehifmatic, that. denied. Infant-Baptifm.” 
And lam amazed) to think, that, .in: attempt- 


4 ing to: prove the contrary, Dr. Gill could 


 tisfy himfelf, or, expect to convince. others, 
fuch flight, and _fuperficial 
This to me, appears very wonderful in a 


Naxian. 


| | 


See Wall's Hip. of laf, Bap. P. 


iftian parents could not neglect to.get their 
children baptized, without being guilty, of a 


“We have now..gone all the Doc- 


“fon of bis reaming, and unfalpetted 
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Sotegrity 3 ean I otherways account for i it, 
‘than from the power bad or ber cy 


of precipitation. 
“What the Doétor ent adds, is of little 


force, {peaking ftill of u/tin [d}. But 
ies what. then doth he fay, that he never: re- 


they: ‘might be fanétified in Chri, &c. ” 
think: the Door is here in the right; and 
alfoin what follows {t], ‘in the fame fenfe 


* and this the church has a/ways had, has » 
akways held[ f)}.” What? why, that 


fe are we to underftand him, when he fays, | q 
Infaots are difeafed thro” Adam; and ftand 


* in need of a phyfician; and are brought to: 


church to be healed, It was the doc- 


 ‘trine of original fin, and the Baptifm of 
for the remiffion of it, he fpeaks 


of in thefe paflages.”—I fay, my opini- | 
on, Dr. Gill hath here given a trae reprefen- E 


“tation of Aajtin’s fenfe. Bat then, I muft 
re the favour of him, to refolve me ‘one 


‘gueftion, (whether Infants were to be bapti- 
_ ged for the remiffion of fin, or for their fanc- | 
tification ) viz. How could any chriftian, 
“thats, or ‘believe, that 


> 
; 


10. 


«* membered to have read, in any catholic, 
‘heretic, or fchifmatic ‘writer why, that 
** Infants were not to be baptized, that they 
© might receive the remiffion of fins, but that § 
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it Bapitin of Infants was of any ie) 


divine authority, ot an af 
and confequently that it had been ahways prac-” 
tifed in the chriftian church? Accordingly,’ 
thus much feems to be i 
faying, ** rast the church has @ 
he always held.” And though, 

tor it is one thing what Auf 

anot her, what may be thought’ 


what to fi 
which perbap 


efficacy for either purpofe, without fuppofing; - 
pa fame time; that Infant-Baptifth waso 


lical inftitution, 


had, has 
as the Dod. 


tin fays, an 
€ to be the confequence of his fo faying;” , 


where is difference between what 
‘Auftin fays, and what és a natural confequence” 


of his faying it? fuch a confequence as 


tin himfelf would own, and acknowledge [ 7 


And, “ it is true indeed, fays the ‘odor (*], 
«he took [nfant-Baptif to be an antienr, 


« and conftant ufe of the church; and‘an 


« apoftolic tradition.” ‘But then the Doc- 


tor’s way of accounting for this notion of 


Auftin is very extraordinary, and fuch only ag 
might be expected from a writer, that is at a 
y- For, thas he proceeds 5 


s he had taken up from the 


“* Latin tranflations of Origen by “ferome and 


| 


[4] Confuetodo miatris in 


ts nequaquam fpernenda eft, neque ullo modo fuperflua depu- 


tanda, nec ommino credenda, 


de Genes. ad Tit, lib. 10. 


implied in St. 


{ 
| 
| 
| 
| 


ed WDoator, a a perbaps will not do in this cafe. 
As to the of the Latin tranflations of 

en by ‘Ferome and Ruffinus ; we thall fet- 
that account with the Doctor in due time. 
At prefent, fince Yerome, and Rufinus were 
his cotemporaries, it is natural to afk, how. 
they came by the notion, that Infant-Baptifm | 


wag an tradition, ot inflitution? 


wards.of the fame import in the ecclefiaftic 
ftild) And, why. might not u/tin come by 
the notion the fame way, that they did, with- 
out being beholden to them for it? But, i 
St. fuftin took the notion from any particu- 
lar writer of the church; he had a much 
earlier author (an original too) than thefe 
Latin tranflators of Origen. For, he fays 
[4], ‘‘ Blefled Cyprian indeed, not 
making any new decree, but preferving the 


efhablithed faith of the church, to reaify 


the miftake of thofe, who: thought, that 
© a child was not to be baptized before the 
eighth day from the birth, faid not that 
Bat the ol was loft; 


Rovum fed fidem firmiffimam ad corrigendum 
0%, Qui putabant ante ofavum diem nativitatis non effe par- 
Valum baptizandum, non carnem, fed animam [non} dixit effe 

» mox-natum rité baptizari pofle, cum fuis qui- 

afdam co-epifcopis cenfuit. Sed contra Cypriani aliquam 
Opinionem, ubi quod videndam fuit fortafle non vidit, fentiat 
qos libet : tantum contra apoftolicam manifeftifiimam. 
fentiat, qui ex unius deli€to omnes in condemna. 

duci pracdicat, ex €x qua condemnatione non liberat, nif 
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and with his fellow-bithops, ‘hts a 

“< new-born child might be rightly baptized, 
© Bat againft any opinion of Oyprian, where 
“he did not fee, perhaps, what fhould be 
 feen, let any one think, what he pleafeth ; 

sai only let no man think ‘againtt the manifeft 

‘“¢ faith of a n Apofile, who declares, that dy 

“ the offence of one, all were brought into con= 

demnation, &c.” Iv is thus, that St. Auftin 
writes, in an epiftle to Ferome himéelf.’ Isit 
likely ‘then, that he learned his notion of In- 
fant- -Baptifm, as an apoftolical tradition from 
St. Serome, or Ruffinus ? And was not St. 
Oprian, whom he quotes, a°much earlier 
writer than either of them? And yet, we fee, 
he did not confider the Baptifm of Infants, 
basen i for original fin, as a novel thing 
dt s time, nor did he found it merely 


in 
upon Cyprian’ authority, but referred it to a 
‘much higher original, even the authority or 
le. Again: St. Aujtin fays Wat 


an apof 
antiently, ‘the’ ‘univer rfal cburch eld, ‘that 


Infants of Believers the remifti- 
‘on of original fin by the Baptifin of Chrift. 
not without reafon blefied 


| remiffionem per Chrifti baptifmum confecu- 

tos. U jon immerito beatus Cypriamas fatis oftendit quam 
hoc ab initio « intellectam fervet Ecclefia, qui 
cum parvulos a materno utero recentifiimos jam idoneos ad per- 
cipiendum bapti{mum afferet ; quosiam confultus fuerat 
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thews, how the church pre. 
t ferves this, as it was. believed, and un-— 
derftood from the begining ; who, when 
children are new-born, aflerted that they 
* are fit for the Ba 
his opinion had been afked, whether this 
ought to be done before the eighth day.” — 
Once more; {peaking of the fame thing, and 
feferting-to the fame epiftle, viz. that to Fi- 
dus, he again {m] ; ‘‘ Holy C what 
he thought of the Baptifm o 
what he hath thowed the church 


of Chrift; becaufe, 


Infants, yea, 


« | thought, hear in a few words, &c.”—— And 
now, what becomes of the Doétor’s perbaps ? 
‘Or, what force, what truth can there be, in 
5 reafon to fupport it, when he adds, “‘ fince 


‘no other -ecclefiaftical. writer {peaks of .it 
as fuch in thofe days.” For, St. 4uftin, 
we fee, without appealing to Origen at all, — 
tranflated, or untranflated, hath found ano- 


ther ecclefial ical writer in the fame age, {peak- 


ing the fame language, and affigning the fame 
ground of that Origen i is 


do. 


m) Sanéies fenferit de baptifeno 

om acci te. Confer 


But the Bottor grows more pofitive: for, 
fill {peaking of « Auftin's taking Infant-Bap- 
_ © tifm to be an antient, and conftant ufage 
ee! of the church, and an traditon.” 


Dr. 
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Dr. Gill fays [n], without a ; but 
‘inthis be was ived, ‘ahd as he 
‘* was in) other things, which he took for 


apoftolic traditions; which ought to be 


** equally received as this, by thofe, who — 
influenced by his authority. NOW, 
this is plainly begging the quettion 5 a great 
fign of an impoverifbed caufe.* It.is roundly 
afferting the very thing, which is to be prov- 
ed, and which, I am fure, never can be prov- 
- by fuch an argument, as the Doctor hath 
here advanced. — For, in the name of Logic, 
where is the. confequence ? that, becaufe St. 
Auftin was deceived; and miflaken in other 
things. (fappofing him to be {o) therefore he 
was deceived:and miftaken in this, thatIn- 


fant-Baptifm was: an antient and conftant— 


ufage of the church, and an apoftolic tra- 
dition?” Is ‘not’this. arguing without. a 
diate from one particular to another, con- - 
ry to the rules of the Logicians? . The Doc- 
3 is deceived, if he imagines, that 
we are influenced folely: by Auftin’s authority 
in this queftion. And, perhaps, upon fecond 
thoughts, he will permit us to join with 4u- 
fin at leatt Ferome and Rufinus,; and to caft 
the weight of their authority into the fame 
fcale; when he remembers, what he hath © 
faid of their Latin tranflations ‘of Origen, 
However, was miftaken in fome 
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| points ; this proves indeed that he was.not in 
but it doth not .prove, that he was 
‘always in an error, nor, confequently was his 
being deceived in other matters any proof; 
‘that heswas miftaken in: his notion of. Infant+ 
| m, as ana ical inftitution. I hope, 
Gill is fometimes in the right, though, I 
‘have: fhewn, 1 think, that the 
(Bat, what a ftra nge principle doth 
teafon upon here! viz. be» 
lieve fallible man in nothing, unlefs we will 
believe him in every thing ! Ney, that an bor 
\neft man is obliged to :it! What! is it come 
then to this? that all men muft be dnaves, 
for ‘ufing a’ judgment of difcretion; or foals, 
believe every thing at random! But furely, 
eft modus in rebus: there:is'a medium, proper 
be obferved, between. being wholly influ> 
enced: ‘by any man’s. and paying 
regard tolit at all. 
But‘the “in fitts “ Bory 
‘ man, that receives Infant-Baptifm upon the — 
#* foot of tradition, ‘ought to receive 
upon the fame foot, of which 
is equally ‘as: full, and. as carlpevi> 

dence "of tradition,-as of this," 
“All which we readily grant. But, when he 
ys afterwards [p}, and 4 
wages; 
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have. equal evidence'of it, as. lofant-Bap-. 
tifm has;” this we utterly deny, and fhall 
now. try the ftrength of .his h ypothefis, not. 
doubting but, whatever of evidence: 
may. appear in fome refpects, we thall difcover, 
a. plain inequality, of evidence in others; asthe. 
Doéfor hath ftatedthe cafe. For, 

_ (12) In refpe& t 0, Infant-communion, mith, 
which the Doétor his detail [ q], the. 
evidence, which he hath. produced, of it’s be-. 
ing.an apoftolic sradition is not equally as full,, 
and as early, as‘ of Infant-Baptifm. In. 
words alledged by the Doctor St. 
he is indeed arguing in bis manner for. | 
lnfant-communion, and urging it from the 

regard which all chriftians owed to the autho. 
rity of Chrift, and his. apoftles, as the proper, | 
ground, and ftandard. ue the catholic faith. 
Bat, when St. u/tin only argues for, Infant- 
communion, or delivers his own opinion.about, — 
it, tho’.in the ftrongeft terms; every one muft 
fee, that this isa very different thing, from his — 
teftifying, and declaring what wasthe antient, — 
and univer fal practice of the chriftian charch,; 
as he doth in the cafe of Infant-Baptifm. But,  =§==-_—* 
the Doétor affirms that the 


{ 


sather tothe Lord and Matter of the apoities, No 
** man that/remembers that he is a chriftian, and of the ca- _ 
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ae What then does he fay? Why, that the’ 
chriftians of Carthage 
tifn itfelf nothing elfe bat Aeaith; and the 
‘« crament of the body of Chrift, nothing om 
«but dife. From whence? but, as I fuppofe, 
| from an antient and apoftolic 
\——Thus, what Auftin delivers only as his 
own private opinion, Dr. Gil/ reprefents him, 
|g declaring it to be the general opinion, not 
only of the chriftians of Carthage, but of the 
__ | African chriftians at large. «Is this quite fair 
dealing But, how differently St. Auftin 
 preffeth himfelf, when {peaking of Infant-Bap- 
tifm as an apoftolic tradition, is extremely evi- 
dent from what hath been faid-before. To which 


‘| book, to which the Doctor hath here referred 
lus Moreover, becaufe they grant, that 


(aby 


this, as well as of Bapitien to eternal life,’ 
Auftin fays[t), the African chriftians took 


| © to be an antient apoftolic tradition.” “Now, 
I might borrow the Dottor’s words, and 
point blank, ‘* Auftin fays no fuch thing. 


well ‘call Bap- 


let me add the following pafflage in the fame 


are to who cannot go 


witam, vocant. Unde? nifi ex antiqua, wt re 


ev apoftolica traditione. de peccator. merit. 


mts, Gib, 24. 


fz] Optime Punici. chriftiani ipfam nihil slind 
et facramentum corporis Chrifti nihil aliud 


{x} Porrd quia parvalos baptinandos effe concadent, 


contra authoritatem univeriz Eeclefix proculdabie per Domi- 


one 
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the authority of the it 
qwithout all doubt; by the Lord’ 
andihis apoftles, fcc.” ‘Thus of 
fant-Baptifm, as the antient and univerfal: 
practice of the church, and an apoftolic tras 
dition St. Auftin {peaks with the utmoft con® 
fidence; but not fo doth he expre(s himfelf 
concerning Infant-communion under the fanie’ 
notion, Therefore, upon the foot of his tef 
timony, Infant-communion hath not an egual 
claim to apoftolic tradition, or the Same euis 
it, as Infant-Baptifm hath. | 
adds [w] ** Innocent the hid | 
te cotemporary, ' ‘was alfo of the fatne mind)” 
What mind? ‘Was it ‘that 
was ah apoftolic tradition? Granting this 5 
doth it therefore follow; that it hath the famié- 
evidence on ‘it’s ‘fide, that’ Infant-Baptifm 
hath? Or, doth Jnnocent the firkt, or Cyprian, 
whom the Doétor mentions afterwards, ever 
teftify| of Infant-communion, what Sti Aufiin— 
declares of Infapt-Baptifm, viz. that it was 
antient, conflant, aid univerfal practice of the 
charch ? and confequently an apoftolical inftis 
poo The Doétor vainly fwaggers, ‘when, 
king of the cafe of a child mentioned by 
Sprite he fays [x], “ Now here is’a ‘plain 
**-inftance of Infant-commuanion.in the third — 
century 5 and we defy a 
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p. 29. Confer Cyprian, de lapfin, 
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‘more early inftance, or an 


inflence he means a particular fact, fo circum- 
flantially celated, as that other ; what can 


oétor him- 
felf fuppofes, ** that this 
% tized, or otherwile, fays he, it would not 
have been admitted’ to the Lord’s S 


this he hot pretend; fo 


Very well! then by. the .Doétor’s co 
Jnfjnt-Baptifm was tifed . befor 


Inf ant- 
communion: .none being, admitted the 
Lord’s Sup before they they were OP tized ae 

, they together.” But he 
duceth no proof, or evidence of it.-T here- 
fore, if the Dostor’s challenge hath any se 
ing at all, it 0 
evidence t-Baptifm. was 
prattifed before, that time... ‘And. if if this. is 
he intended accept his chal 
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4 of This is a mere bran, 
vado; bullying, not arguing. For, if by an- 


fages, menti- 


De Jef Me C. 2 4 
Lbid. As ‘for he sg» 


: 


re 


4 
at? 
7 
ty 
Perera 
: 
2 
Fes 
ar" 
2 


that by this a rgumient, lnfant-commi=. 


common Biptifn ; yet there” i 


difference between it and 
that St. Bafl fpea 


3 


of them, aSunwritten' tra: 


ditions, but he doth not mention Infant-Bup- 
‘Under that’ notion, ‘or as one of ‘that 
homber. This, T fay, ‘makes remarkable 


difference in the: For: we fee, that In- 
fant-Baptifm was hone of thofe tites, which 


church built upon a mypical fenfe 


Of feripture, or which in’ St."Bafl's time were 
Only prefumed to be apoltolical inftitutions, on’ 
account of their having early and generally 
obtained [4]; otherwile, they “had ranked’ 
alfo among the unwritten traditions, "There. 
ore they confidered Infint-Baptifm, ‘as ‘hav. 
onger evidence on it’s fide, ‘than ahy of 
‘thofe unwritten traditions and conf equently, 
it’s apoftolic authority is betfer than 
Of thofe other Fites, and ufages, even upon 
the foot of #béir any one fhould 


poken of before “would “be put upon 


the reft. the. bigher, it.can be traced 

_ forma there is, that ptifm was confide- 


| 
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But.then, what hath been already faid, un 


ther. pbferved heareafter, when we come to 
St,, Cyprian, plainly thews a vifible d/pa- 
between it, andInfant-Baptifm. —s_ 
.. Infant-Baptifm, as Lcan affure the Doc- 
tor, appearsto many perfons, who pafs for men 
of fenfe and. prodity among their neighbours, a 
More ratronal thing, upon the whole, than any 


of the|unwritten traditions, mentioned by him, 
and therefore more likely to be an apoftolical in- 


ftitption. , So that, in the judgment of difcre. 
Yon they verily think, that a_/uperior regard 
is duc to the ze/timony of the primitive church 


§ 


on it's behalf, For, the matter of Infant-— 


is a divine ordinance, as may be proved from 


’ 


Pi but none of the unwritten traditi- 


‘gns, tho’, perhaps, originally founded upon 
feripture, fort of conftruction or ano- 
ther, can be proved from it. Now, doth not 


this ‘material circumftance make a very wide 


grantit, and. therefore acknowledge'that there 

1s more to be faid for it, than for any of the 

dl traditions, as they are called 
er 


article, and what will be far- 
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Baptifm, whatever may be faid of the /udjed?, 10 

Bi 

Ba 

Doth it not appear .in this view 
More probable that Baptiim; which can be 

_ Provedito be-a‘ivine ordinance, fhould be'ap- 
plied.to Jafants by an.apoftolic tradit 
Sed Famer treatife upon that fubjea,§ 


be divine inftitutions? In the one cafe, only — 
the fubjed# is the matter in queftion; in the 
other, the very things themfelyes. | Jf any 
fhould here renew .the former:objection 
about Infant-communion; I refer him my 
 (4.) It doth not appear, that the unwritten 
traditions” were’ ever™ ‘of 
their apoftolical authority, as Infant-Baptifm 
was, as we hinted before, and ftood the trial, | 
as it did, particularly in the Pelagian contro- 
troyerfy, . And thus, we.are come round :to 
the Pelagians again, where we begad. © 
Upon the whole then, I imagine, that an 
bone/t man may be an honeft man ftill, and 
yet think in his confcience, that the teftimony 
of the primitive church deferves more regard 
in favour of Infant-Baptifm as an’ apoftolical 
inftitation, than in behalf of the, unwritten 
traditions under that.notion, The attentive, 
and judicious Reader, muft have obferved ip 
the procefs of this argument, that Dr. Gill 
_ hath exprefsly given us up by name fome of the 


4 


century, as vouchers for the apoftolic autho- 
sity, antiquity of Infant-Baptifm;. viz. 
hath. in. effect, given us. all the reft. For, 
he hath not been able to™ produce ‘ one 
_ fingle author in this period on the other fide 
of, the queftion, . If any one fhould-fuppofe, 


ABV 


ditions, which can in no. fhape be. proved to 
rreateit; lights of the.chorch in. the: fourti | 


pan, ‘beécaufe he advifed the delay of ch 
would be’ much miftaken for he a 
ny age i caf 


é 


the and’in the begining of the 
; let us HOw Carty our enquiries 
and {6 upwards, “till we 
tHe timer of the apofiles, ahd to the 


Holy tures from whence ‘thé 
ight tif Which we referve, at 
for the of differtation) 


‘détived. as to the 

the thiatte? ndw in hand,” might t leave it' to 
| the evidence dlredy p roduced, 
ttér evidence cane be ‘offered the contraty 
» without giving farther 
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-felf; or, whether Infants were to ‘be | 
at all, (for this point was no matter of dopbt, — 


nent and juft remark, in his sofes upon the 
place’: ‘** The unanimity, wherewith’ this 
© queftion was carried, fhews that Infant- 

«© Baptifm was at this time no novel ufage; 
© there was no manner of difpute whether 
3; bat whether 


i 


f 


ble about it.) In this century we find a queft. 
ion, rejating to the Baptifn of Infants, unani- 


monfly refolved by a fynod of fixty-fix Bi- © 


fhops, with the famous St. Cyprian at the 
head of them, who flourifhed about the mid- 
dle of it. But, what was this queftion ?’ Why, 
not abfolutely concerning Infant-Baptifm it- 

baptized 


or difpute among them) but, whether new- 
born Infants: were to be baptized,  particu- 
larly whether it was lawful to’baptize a child 
before the eighth day, according to the time of 
circumcifion among the Yews. ‘This was 
what one Fidys {crupled ; but Cyprian fe} tells 


him, We are all, here affembled in coun-— 
© cj) of another mind; and no one of us 


*¢ came into your fentiments; but, on the 


« none, who fhould come into the world.” 
Upon which Mr. Marfbal] makes this perti- 


«4 


before the eighth day, or not: whi 
"the “nngnimous refolution’ 


| 


concluded, that the grace, | 
« and mercies of God were to be denied to ~ 


was, that the 
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“ grace of God 
—And now, what have t 
today to this? Why, 
a fperate. cure, 
way to.deal with 
Cyprian, for the indifputed 
fant-Baptifm in his th 
of [/], .will needs queftion the genus 

indi of. his epiftle to Fidus ‘with 
of : proof, Of pretence, fit to be oppofed to the 
 keftimony of 4uftin, who, as we have feen 
‘before, refers. to that 
over,and over. again.’ Nor, have we only 
his. authority for the genuinels of the epiltlé 
itfe if, but alfo his teftimony for Proper 

and meaning of it, fo far as relates to 
the matter in hand, with this farther declara- 
tion concerning it, that the refolution, therein 
tioned, was_ not any, mew decree, intro- 
bm a novel cuftom, but agreeable to the 


Opinion, and practice of the chriftian 
church from the 


-pears. by his words, alrea 
ceding fection, 
‘tom’ in St, 
particularly before the eighth day, 
could not 
cinyeption. is 


a defperate cafe 1 


argument, from 


y cited in the” pre~ 
Now, if it was an antient 


Infant-Bap- 


Doth it not begin, to 


he Antipedo- baptifi 


no other 


practice of In- 
cy, at leaft fome 


out any fort 


epiftle, as Cyprian’s, 


4. as manifeftly y ap- 


Cyprian’s time to baptize children, | 


be a mew thing, or a late 4 
What becomes n now of Be, Gill's open 


! 
et 
3 
“beet 
i 


| 


~ fook a little out of countenance? But fays thé 
Doétor [g] “ by Fidui, the country Bifhop, 
_ applying to.the council, to have a doubt 
refolved, whether it was lawful to baptize 
 Tpfants until they were eight days old j 
** it appears to be a govel practice, and that 
as yet it was undetermined by council, 
© or cuftom, when they were to be baptized, 
‘© whether as foon as born, or on the eighth © 
day, &c.”—«Now, granting all this, what 
doth it fignify, in reference to Infant-Bap- — 
-tifm at latge? For, the doubt of Fidushadno 


relation to Infant-Baptifm, @s /uch; but only to 
_theparticular time of adminiftring it, asthe Doc 
_tor himéelf hath fated the cafe. “Therefore, to 
invert his argument, fince Fidus, the country 
 Bithop, did not apply to the council, to have 
any doubt refolved, whether it was lawful to 
baptize Infants a¢ all; by this Infant-Baptifm 
appears not to be a novel practice, Befides, 
e particular day, ar time, when Infants 
Should be baptized, is a circumftatice not yet 
pofitively determined, but to every one’s 
liberty. Doth it therefore follow, that 
fant-Baptifm in thefe days is a movél praétice? 
Perfons now differ about the particular time 
of adminiftring the Lord’s Supper [hb]. And 
doth it from hence follow, that the celebra= _ 
tion of this holy is a novel praétice 


Argum. from apoft. tradit, Fe. p19 
[6] See Dr. Gill's to Clergyman. ibid. 
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age ? Or, would this juft 
ipference, 1500 years hence, from the diffe- 
Fent cuftoms, or fcruples, which now obtain’ 
among tt chridtians, in relation to that mat-. 
r?——But, the Dottor adds ; “it fhould 
fo be obferved, that in this age Infant-com- 
4 munion was “pradtifed, as well as Infant- 
¢ Baptifm ; and very likely both began to- 
a gether, as it is but reafonable, that if the one 
; ‘be admitted, the other fhould ”—To which 
| 1 anfwer ; as to the redfonablene/s of the thing; 
this is not the fubject of our prefent enquiry 
butonly the faé. ‘And, though Dr. Gill is 
I ; eafed to fay, very ikely ‘both began tog etber ; 
let he offers no proof of it. “This hte hath 
been confidered before. And to what hath 
been already faid upon it, I fhall here add 
| the “words” of Mr, Marfeall [7]. Infants: 
were admitted, ‘Gs plain, in our author's’ 
«time and country, to reccive the holy 
charitt ; indeed ‘was a juft confe- 
uence of interpreting John vi. ex 
eat the LLY the of man 
bis blood, ‘ye have no life in you) ‘of the ho- 
ly Euchafit ; fince, upon the foot of that | 
‘principle, children’ could with no mofe | 
: fafety be deprived’ of the holy Eucharif*, | 
** ‘than of Baptifm. And, ‘as to the prepa- 
tations necéflary, the fame objections 
feem to ite as again{t 


ig le pag. 139, | 
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— 
oy 
‘ 
J 


‘he \ 


tice obtained .in our author’s time, Tertyl- 
* fan's filence in it, where he had a joft 


“© occafion of mentioning. it (upon his acvi- 


“¢ fing againft Infant-Baptifm) gives fome 
« seafon of fufpecting, that it was not much 
** earlier than our author, nor therefore very 


we now to Origen, who flourifhed 
about the year A. D. 230. He mentions 
Infant-Baptifm on fundry, occafions[4], but 
never otherwife than as a thing in common ule, 
and. practice, And, not only fo; but. he 
{peaks of it as a tradition, or (which is the fame 
thing in|the facred, and: ecclefiaftical ftile [/}, 
tho’ Dr. Gill (m) fays, ‘ If Infant-Baptifm is 


which the:church received from the apoftles; 
and, confequently, as what had been always 


 [4) Quia nemo miundus a forde,-nee fi unius diei fit vita 
ejus. . Addi his etiam illud poteft, ut requiratur, quid caufe 


fit, cum baptifma Ecclehz in ‘remiffionem peccatorum detar, — 


fecundum Evclefia obfervantiam etiam parvulis baptifmam 
dari, &c. Origen in Levit. Hom. 8.—- Et quia per bap- 
tifmi facramentum nativitatis fordes deponuntar, propterea 
baptizxantur et parvuli. Nifi cnim 
aqua, &c. Idem in Levit, Hom, 14. . Pro hog et Eeclelia ab 
flolis traditioncm fulcepit etiam parvulis baptifmum dare, 
Sciebant enim fecreta furit 
divinorum, quia effent in omnibos genaimz fordes peccati, 
per et fpiritam ablui deberent. dem. Comment. 
im Ep, ad Roman. lib. | 

[/] See this point lately difcuffed. Divine Orac’¢:. 

[m] Page 40. 


Ipfant-communion.:.. But, tho this 


“a tradition of the apoftles, then,— it is 


quis renatus fuerit 


ong 
ty 
4, 
1 
ay 


iAifed tom ie 
me ‘clear teftimony of the’ 


Thus, 
en, DO 


thé praGice of Infant-Baptifm in bis 


days, but for the conflant of it 
ng from the time of the apoftles. But 
‘weak, and tender eyes cannot bear a ftrong 
light. No wonder: then, if all methods are | 
ered, to-evade the force of fuch ‘bright and 


evidence. 


bays Dr. Gill [a]; It fhould be obferved 
Phat thefe quotations are not from the Greek 


f Origen.”-—True; they are only Latin 
from the Greek; but are they 


he to affirm. But, he tries another way 
to get clear of the argument, drawn from’ 
a thefe paffages. For, {peaking of Origen he 
fays fo]; ** His Homilies on Leviticus, and 
** expofition of the epiftle to the Romans, out 

** of which #we of them are taken, are tran- 


ts flated by Rufinus; who with the former, 


he himtelf owns, he ufed much freedom, 


and added much, and took fuch a liberty 
‘ in both of adding, taking away, and chang- 
ing, that, as Era/mus fays, whoever reads 
** thefe , it is uncertain whether he © 
f reads rigen, or Ruffinus.”—But, notwith- 
Erajfmus's cenfure, if we atiend 
to, Rufiinus himfelf fays ; ; it will appear, 
is no fuch mighty matter in it, as, 


Pose fo} Page 47, 


fale tranflations? This the Door doth not ff 


a 
| 
i] 
if 
} 
> 4 
: 
j 
45 
ae 


fe 


erbaps, may be imagined, For, asa learn- 
2 writer of the laft age hath obferved [ p]; 


‘Ruffinus acknowledges, in tranflating 


«¢-gen's Homilies on Leviticus, that he added 
« fome things to what Origen faid, and what 
they were he exprefles, ea que ab origine 


*€ in auditorio Ecclefie ex tempore, non tam 


“* explanationis, quam edificationis intenfi- 
“© one perorata funt (7), the things, which were 

ae poker by Origen to his auditory, he tran- 
“ee them by way of explanation, or did 


** more fully lay them forth in a popular way; 
and therein Rufinus dealt candidly, telling — 
“© us what were the things he added ; in this 


“© Erafmus acknowledges his fair dealing. 
_ © Bat, as for hiscommentary on the Romans, 
Ruffinus confeffeth [7], fe hoc opus totum 
*¢ ad dimidium traxiffe, there was no addition 
of Rufinus; Eraj/mus 
** cutting off what Origen delivered more at 
large, buat neither doth Rufinus confels, 
_ nor Erafmus challenge him dere for, any 
** addition to what Origen faid.” ‘Thus then, 
this great out-cry about additions, and inter- 
polations in the Latin tranflations of Origen 


by conics to nothing! 


Bat, 


Mr. Stephea Marfoall, Anfusgr to Tambes. p. 16, 17. 


Ruffini peroratio in Ep. ad Rom. Confer Wall's anfwer 


| | 
r} idem ad Rom. Confer Erafmi Cenf. de Ho- 


Levit. traxiffé, contraxif?. Confer Wall, 
P, 1. ch. 5. 6. | 


here blameshim for — 


‘gg 
a 
pa 
a 
2 
: 
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elias let shat both Ruflans 
the Homilies.on Leviticus, and. in the 
metitary ot the Romans:made,.fome additions 
of his own ;)and alfo-that St... ¥erome did the 
fatpe in tranflating the Homilies on Luke, out of 
which is the other paffage, alledged for Infante : 
; fay, fuppofing allthis, What doth 
in the prefent cafe; ualefs it. could 
be that the particular paflages under 
corfideration ate additions, or interpolations 
Dr, Gill makes a feeble attempt this way, fay- 
ing: fs], ‘hit looks very probable, | thele 
yery paflages are additions, or interpola- 
“ ‘tions of thefe men, fince the language agrees 
* with thofe times,.and no other ; for, no | 
Origen's, nor any writer 
«before him, or after him, until the times 
«of Rufinus, Yerome and. 4uftin, {peak of 
Infant-Baptifm as an wfage of the church, 
* or an apofeolical tradition.’ Bat, theweak- 
fallacy of this way. of reafoning 
muft obvioufly appear to any one, that confi- 
ders} how few writers, cotemporary with Q- 
rigen, are now temaining; and yet neither 
‘out of thofe few, nor out.of any writer before 
bim, or after bim in the primitive times, hath 
Dr. Gill been able to produce one fingle author =~ 
‘that {peaks a contrary language of Infant -Bap- 


i a, or plainly denies, what Origen is made fo 


my to affirm, concerning it efides, doth it 
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not appear with utdehiableevidence,fromwhat 
Hath been already remarked on StiGyprian’s 
€piftle to Fidus, that! Infant-Baptifm, was, the 
Common ufage of the church in his time? And — 
doth. ‘not the fame St. Gprian in. the fame 
epiftle, faggeft the fame ground of Infant> 
Baptilm, that Origen)himfelf is reprefented to 
do in thefe Letin tranflations? Saying if 
vemiffion of fins be granted to thefe moft 
*¢ heinous offenders, who have long ago finned 
** ‘againft God ; and if none of them be de- 
med “accel to the grace of Baptifm; how 
lefs réafon is there for denying it to 
‘Infants ; who, being but newly-dorn, can be 
“* guilty of no fin, ¢xceptthat, by being derive 
from Adam, according tothe fieth, their 
birth’ hath comminicated to them the in- 
fetion, and punifhment of his.offence, &&c.” 
— Thus, 'in effect, Oyprian declares; Infant- 
Baptifin to be an 4apoffolical tradition; for, — 
otherwife, neither .he, nor any other fenfible 
man, could fuppofé it to be of any ufeor effi- 
‘cacy for the remiffion of -fin, or any\fignifica- — 
tion of the grace'of-God. Therefore the lan- 
‘guage of Origen, inthe Latin tranflations, 
agrees with the language and fentiments of 
‘the Gprianic age, that isto fay, bis. own. To 
all which let me add from Dr. Wail 
the Greek remains there are fentenees, and 
exprefftons fo alike and parallel to: 
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tied 


to the fame purpofe; they do 


confirm thefe to be. tranflati- 


ons, &c."” 
Having now, ‘think, Dr 


Gill's grounds. of probability ; 
fhall thew, in the next place, it is fo far from 
being probable, that the paflages under confi- 


gen, as that there is not only the Lighe/ proba- 
bility; but a moral certainty of the contrary. 


Saye Mr. Marfball (so) (Speaking ofthe pa ge 


¢ commentary on the epiftle to the Ros — 
For this reafon the church of Chrift res 


From the apofiles, to 
xe children, &c.) Nor. could. Rufinus 


in 


baptt 
be fuppoled to palm this paflage up- 
on| Origen, with whom. he 


took, indeed, 
«* great liberties, where be had occafion to 


defend his favourite author. fromfome im- 


imputations; -but here, I fay, he hadno 
occafion : fince it was never madeany — 


Infant-Baptifm, therefore Ruf- 


him to that purpo 
other | 


could have no temptation thence, to 
if he were 
ly not fo; nor to coin any paflages for 
—Befides, as to the. 
age, in the Homilies on Leviticus ; 


: 


deration are additions, or anterpolations i in Ori- 


part of Origen’s -accufations, that he was 


x 
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big 
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that the paflage cited was 


‘of the aathority the Pelas 
them?” Is “it then abfard to fuy ppofe, 
and ridiculous to fuggett, that Rufinus. 
coin any fuch paflages. 
‘original fin was the ground and 
of dire&ly - contr to. hie 
hibited a 


tranflations of -Origen, .and at’ 


yet perfodty agreed 
giving the fenfe of por ‘upon¢ 
ingaeftion, the fame way 

her the teftimonies alledg+ 
from Origen'do not ftand good, as authentic — 
the practice of Infant-Bap- 
‘tifm in his time, but as practifed under the no+ — 


‘tion of an 


tradition. But what proof" 


fo early, or what evidence fo ftrong, can our © ae 


mighty champion (to remind him again of © 
challenge) produce for, 


> 
> 
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v 
cConlgering tiat toe two great 
f 
- 
lib. 2 Wall. bi 
Wali. i id, | 


‘if Infant-Baptifm in this. 
node at ally: *Tis:true, :fpeaking of the 
Gregh of: Origen 
tbings: may be obferved ‘from thence itt 


ofavour:of adult-baptifm:”! an affertion either 


jand nothing to «the of 
gneéans not adult-baptifar Infant 
Baptifim(; fot itithat fenfe:many things ofthe 


fame-natute! may ibe obfeived-from: St. 
other wetiters,: who lived, in thofe 
when: Infant-Baptifm, by: the :confefidn:of 
it’s pdverfaries: themf{el ves; undoubted yiprer 
‘wailed But the Dodor’s meanibg be}, 
that)many things may be obferred, 

Greek ot 
of Anfant-Baptifiai; or in. oppofition 
20.46 aguinf then} what) he: 
uttetly /al/e, play \the: Hero’ im 
‘turn, tdmakel good this, af- 
fertibn Bithop Taylor's 


by. ithe. way, ‘wad never aceufed 


itnonder baptitm, See, Wall's anfwer. 


by An wlio’ affe&t, ‘upon: all oc- 
to bring Taylor tho’ ** he de- 
so have abby fome objeétions ea- 


_ ro be anfwered ; and which afterward he did anfwer hime 
2. and De- 


See: Wah'shilt. of inf, Bapt. 


te 


Onigen-in: favour adaltsbaptilin 


.obfervation liere:cited by DrisGull, concerning 


DriGil faysf2), “smany 
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‘be ftrongly ‘Por, -one’ plain autho~ 
the one} fide is’ a fuller than 


noi guthority at‘all-on the Bde, 


a. 


Hive? feen how the ‘Rood in 
vy the!¢bird century, And if out of 
of two, or three withefles every 
word fhall be éftablithed ;” efpecially when 
they’ are not confronted by any ‘¢ro/s evidence ; 
proper proof, Fprefume, hath been produced 
the ice of Infant-Baptifm in ‘that 
ried. ‘us ‘now rife a ftep higher, and’ 
back into ‘the fecond the age” 
next to ‘that ‘of’ the apoftles. the end of” 
this century we find Tertullian ; whole tefti-’ 
‘mony for the of Infant-Ba 
_ bis time is clear, enough ; tho’, as’to t 
of the thing, the Antipado- baptité are 
to ‘alledge his authority on their fide of the. 
queftion. is only the /aé, that is the 
matter of our prefent enquiry. But we thall 


_ here take occafion, to confider,, pafent, 


; 
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rier the rig bt of Infant-Baptifm 
There is. one, thing I would. premife, which 


as it may. 
throw fome light upon the gueftion before 
us, It is- ‘this; that, 


es was not fo limited. ii 


mig be eafily conclude, that 


xbout the particular time when, Beptifmm 


fant-Baptifm or it’s validity, is all that we 
‘contend for.in this debate, And this, as 
w 


and 


fhewh, Tertullian biméelf allowed 5, 


Cc ren atime. Gr 
as we have obferved before, the fame 


inign: And fo, the Antig 
ta, neither the one, nor 


** tullian is the’ firit man, that.ever made 


mention: of Infant-Baptifm, that of 


| 
| | 
| 


thaps is not duely attended to.in this argue | 
eo ser but deferves confideration, as 


of circumcifion was fixed to a certain day fo 

precifely, that it was neither. to be adminiftred st 

before that day, not after it; yet the time of 

particular 

“From ‘hetice the primitive chriftiang 
Baptifm was law- 

Sit rat any age; and yet differ in their opini- 


neceffiry.—Now, the. lewfulnefi of 


t-only fo, but in fome cafes he held it 
sabe though in otber cafes he thou ght. 
spedient to defer the Baptitin, 


o-baptifts can, 
to their party.———But fays Dr. Gill ‘Tera 
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| 
«© ity the ‘at the ike agdinit it, 
Now, whether’ Tertaléanis the 
fieft man, that ever mades mention of Infant~ 

Baptifm, far, the Dottor affirms, we thallicon- 
fider hereafter. At prefent, let us enqitire 
how far Fertullian {poke againft Infant-Bap-. 
tifm ; and I doubt bas 
that-what he faid of Infant-Baptifm:doth not 
amount to an abfolute denial of the thing, in 
point cither of faé#, or of right, 
trary. Let us examine his words with care, 
and attention, as we have them. trans 
flated to our Wall (dh 
~ * according to every 


“age, the dela ing of | 
| in the 
esi ‘Fos what need is there 
‘there fbould be ines danger 


BE 


>. 
an 


‘ 
+ 
Ly. 
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a 
\ 


? becaufe 


butthe cons 


, or they may be miftaken by a | 
s prdving of wicked difpo | 
of | D. 1, ch. 4. 
tullian’ de c. 18. Says Dr. Wall 
Ic is\plain, that St. and Prlagius, 
ten Tertullian's book of baptiim.” But, whea 
aiks, “Why doth their inmecent age make fach 
mand of it, at leaf ina good 


| 
| 


‘dome Therefore; Jet. them 66e" 
‘when i they are “grown up: let themcothe 
Ma ithey underftand : “when theyrareins 

whither ittisithey come; let them 

chriftians! when: they. can: know: 
«What head theit) age make 
fucbobafte to, athe of: fins 

«i ysill proceed:more warilyan'worldly things: 
not have earthly: 

committed tovhim,>yet fhall have heavenly. 
fre this falvation, 
that! yOu) may apptar:ta have given to onel 
afketh.ooFor no tefs-reafon unmarried 
ought to: bekept off, who are likely’ 
come: into tentation,'; as swell thofe;’ 
_ tethatinever\were! martied, yapén account: of 
to ripenefs; as thofevin: wi? 
the mifsof. their partner: 
theyjeither marry; or be confirmed i 
-have! here. copied:Dr. Walls 
_ Iefed Blank, in the fame manner as he did, 
at the place where, in the older editions, thefe 

words, come in, tam. f ),  aecdrd- 
ing to.which' reading’ Tertaliian’ s meaning 
ainly this "What occafion is'there 


_Vid. Rufiini:Perorat. in Rom. old Edit.} 
foran m by the tranfcriber. 
enamnecetie eft, tam (vel taimen} 

ponforesy 
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2 ¥ 
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(2) 


Bhis , being, premiled, 
obftrve,(s-) The words of fairs 
far! but aétuall y, prachifed, 
age make fuch thew. 
his opinion againft it 
‘Tertullian abloluicly,condema 
his.pri ivate opinion, (wherein; for 
thinig;that appears to the, contrary, he 
othes:inosions), for..the..delay,, 
able, mes only, dren, j 
alfo,: «Particularly, be for hay- 
mparsiage, as,.welbjas of sei denos, 
awillyapy, onc. infer, fro that. it was.@ 
nave) cupom, in thofe days, for, 
fons. of cithes women, to 
ed@ Bot, you might as well infer 


‘inde from the, Tertullian that. nfant- 
Baptifm; was.a novel cuflom.in his tyme. (3.) If 
Home. learned,,.writers have faggefted [7]) 
¢ words of ron be 
terpreted 
exprefiio i hére’is very f 
ile, manner ; on Gale is 
yp. Wall's hiftory, &c. 
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tie boing of the childcen, 
fet the’ children Howe, ape 


for fo he afterward 


vt the’ Infants of Infidels; then 


em 
ts, ‘one of both, 
chtiftians; he allows thetii'a ot 

ch by birth, and infiitation above 
heathens, to thé 


which the’ P put upon th 
novel “in tion, when tbey 
fo proere. 
did l ‘the chil at 


4 genius; but che chifdten of chriftians, 
| birth ana infiitution >i ade and). | 
by Birth, and ade 


maattet. Thetefore, it. 


eater, 
‘ingait, imm 


4 
7 
j 
| 
> 
I 
és 
“thd 
d 


sin of: children delayed at ahd and 
miuch lefs do his words*imply any’ fuch: 
he'was ‘not ab/olutely againtt theirBaptifm; 

Bat, on'the conttary, allowed of it in cafe of 
fivcoffity. Nay, in’ this ‘cafe, “ he pronouriced 
him guilty of murder, who ‘thoald: refafe 
“it fo any, He held’ that Baptifm was fo 
‘neteffary for all, that°even /aymen: thould. 
‘gdminifter it, clergyman could not 
* “be ‘had ‘rather than atiy one fhould die 
(a}.” Therefore Tertullian-was: 
no baptift ; for 
ed, and even required ‘Infants to be “baptized: 
“ih Of necetfity, | or -danger'of death, 
To’ what hath been faid, ' I -thall add two 
-confiderations to prove, that Tertullian himfelf 
Infant-Beptifin, as no buman, or 
fate’ invention, but @ inftigution 
though left ‘at wh eno urgent’ necef= 
fity, ‘or immediate danger appeared, and not 
fimited, as circumcifion was, to any particu« 
lar day. (1. Thole words of Chrift 
cept a man be born of water, and of the fpirit,). 
I thefe words ertullian underftood 


és | ? = 


Cam vero prafcribitur nemini fine baptifmo competere 
ex illa maxime prounciationé Domini, ait, pif 
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Atitipedo-baptifis pretend. [9], gave rife. 
té:the practice. of 
they cannot: fairly deny, that it, was practifed 
*practifed: as a. feripture inftitution, and. thar 
confidered it under this 
notion at. leaft, if they allow, that. 
dices fandry \inftances of unwritien cuftoms 
éreatife, and methodically begins 
with: the adminiftration of Baptifm fr}:; 
no mention of Infant-Baptifn, 
(tho" he mentions .other things of lef mo- 
ment))as any of thofe unwritten caftoms, 
Btomi whenee one of thefe two things naturally 
‘follows, either that Infant-Baptifm. was not 
prattifed.at that time's or that he looked:upon 
asa teritien cuftom; thatistofay, acuftom 
founded upon the written rule of God’s word, 
and,confequently.a_{cripture inftitution, But 
the former fuppofition hath been provéd to 
his book.of Baptifm, which. was 
written: before [5]; and. fo. the latter muft be 


< 


upon this point; we are now atlei- 
fure to attend to his affertion, viz. that 
Tertulleanis the firft man, that ever made 
“mention of Infant-Baptifm, that we know 
** of." Upon which I obferve, that thofe 


Mr, ‘Stennet. Anfwer to Ruffen. 

| 3 


as 


a 


anid muft be underftood 
owith caution ; for, other writers, defore Ter- 
-tullian, {peak ‘of the fame thing, though not 


precifely in the fame terms. And if Dr, Gill 


tinétion 5 I with he wauld be fo kind as to 
inform us, who was the firft man, ' that ever 
made mention of original fin, e. g. that is, 
ufed this very term, or phrafe, peccatum origt- 
nis: to inftance in no other particulars, ‘as 
might ‘in feveral, which the Doétor' holds 
by 'no-better tenure, than what depends up-— 
diftin@tion ‘aforefaid. Have we not 
a feen, that Origen, his cotemporary, 
thon foraewhat younger than Tertullian, fays 
of Infant.Baptifm, that it was a cuffom, a tra- 
dition, or inftitution, which the church der — 
tived from the apoft!-5? And how could Ori- 
gent know this, bat by 'the teftimony of other — 
writers? Therefore, whatever we know of the 
matter {and indeed we know very little of the 
authors, that lived in thofe days, fo few of — 
them now being extant) we have no room to 
doubt, that other writers before Tertullian (the 
facted writers are out of the prefent queftion) 
_ had made mention of Infant-Baptifm as the 
wfage and practice of the cb*iftian church'de- 
rived from the apofles, and confequently as 
what had obtained from: the begining. Ac- 
 cordingly,, Clemens Alexandrinus, Tertullian’ s 


‘will not be fo candid) as to admit of this dif- _ 
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Ral 
4 
i= 


that. notion, faying “If any one bet 
** trade a fither-man, he will do well to think — 
OF an. apoftle, and the children taken out 
of the water.” — Am 
drawing, or lifting, of the water, 
Cannot refer to any. thing,’that I can think 


(76) 


* of, but the Aaptizing of it:” fays. Dr. 


propriety of the. fign, or “eal, which Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus propofes to fither-men : 


is antient writer 


we now to seu, who rithed 


about A..D. 167, thirty years or more before | 
Tertullian. The words, ufually cited in this 
debate from Irenaeus, will appear to containa 
teftimony to Infant-Baptifm, if perfons 


could, and would confider them without 
prejudice, and 
Chrift [x], ‘ that he came to fave all by 
#* {elf ; all I fay,'that 
unto God, and little children, youths, 


w) Wall's » &c, Appendix. p. 9. 4 


apoftle’s faking, 


Wall And {0 fay, I.too; being. the 
. more confirmed in this fentiment, by a paflage 
Lertulljan [w), where he compares 


baptized 
sperions to fi/bes ; and fo points out the 


‘ 


‘and by his mentioning an ¢ ape in the ‘cafe, 

evidently appears, that t 

Jooked upop as an apoftolical | 
Prag 


prepofieffion. For he 


by him are born again a 
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~ 
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name of) 
phrafevof Chrift, and of his apoftles, he 
-underftands Bapti/m, clearly. confirming 
the lical tradition concerning the 
: of Infants.” Let us now: have 
- the patience to hear, what Dr. Gill, after 
e[y]) ison 

ff of Jreneus, and not exprefied 
in his own original words.” 
is only a sranflation, as almoft al 
& and a yery foolifh, uncouth, a 


hi 


« the dogtor doth 


- not pretend to fay, and much lefs attempt to 


which he fhould have done, if he would 
have faid any thing to the purpofe, _ It is ob- 
Served by a learned and judicious writer [4], 
_ © that the old tr 


** reafon may often difcover to us the origi- 
** tude of places.”. And thus, the coarfenefs 


of the tranflation, objected by. ‘Dr. Gill, is 


favour of. it’s truth, 


chapter, 
Ar gument from apott. tradit, 


dees bai hin rematk) that by the 
enetation, according tothe 


againft this teftimony of 


gain 


prove, that it isa wrong, or tranflation; 


which we have of 
Trenaus is clofe, and unpolite, and for that 


and) fidelity. — = “andthe 
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(78) 

from whence’ it’ je 
Whieh words imply,, thag.all learned men do 
udge andthe DoGor muft allow us, 
at: leaft one learned man hath 
{aid what is fufficient to, the contrary, 
Until De. Wall's anfwer,toDr. Gale upon this 
hath received a:proper reply, But 
a comimon artifice ; with writers 
" trefi, when they. meet with any thing, which 

they candot feconcile with own ‘deat 
to raife ground- 


-doughty champion, 
_@ho bravely tindertook the ftorming of _Antir 
chrift, would needs have St. .C pil 
to Fidus, though fo often | by St. Auf- 
tin, fu/pecte [petted to be fpuriaus (becauie, 
I fuppote, it {peaks too plainly 
faye etn) but upon the weakeft grounds, 

can No more {olid, or fubftantial 
Dr. following remask upon the paflage 
unfler confideration {¢]. It is. a fingle 


meatiqn Infant-Baptifm at all, if he 


is doubtful at the beft.” — So much 
the need if there is but one word in the 


for him of 


‘our of him (as. if Irenaeus could 


> ae 


th 
th 
icrupies, and ivipicions about it. ‘Hus, 
# 
~ 
Liat 
d 
| all’s Defence, 280, &c 
Blackwood. Stor ming of ichri p- 3 
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fentence of doubtful \f gnification! But, wore, 
thy Doétor, why fignification even’ of 
this -word fo..very doubrfal?. Hath not Dro 
Wall abundant, evidence, ‘to 
“that. ‘ihe anti¢nts conmmonly fpoke, 


bras better evidence can be defied, 
thah | poor evafions, and. pitiful, fhifts,. 
tempting to prove .the\contrary; and w 

by'he juftly merited the chanaéter., given 
him, viz. an éverlafling caviller thin 
that are p plain tal have, bef 
Tertullian, ;cotempotary -w 
underftood the ‘words. of Chrift John iit. gle 
of Baptifm, . Hello, fays that chriftians are 
born tn:wwater, like fithes; and to.what.can 
this refer, but Baptifar? Thus; he. ak: of 
Baptifm under, the; notion. of regerieration :— 
Glemens.. Alexandrinus a\fo; fpeaks of chtiftians 
being horny. or degotten of she nvomb.of water. 

tion Fertullign - mentions, , as..mai 

the beaten [4]: no doubr long 
time of Irengus, But, we .need. not An 
fecoutfe’ tothe chtiffian 
writers, who lived with; or, before 


fi ‘the Hime: will: be thorn 


tinder. the notion: of (regeneration 2 


@ 
| 
5 
ay 


Gill of what he hath 
“ ‘giving a mixture of milk'and bone: ej to pers 
fon juft baptized,” “For; as and hos 
were the'foad of Infants fo the giving 
of ‘this mixture’ t6 a perfon baptized, was 


ing new-born, or born ag ain Now, 

Doctor fays [i], even Barnabas, Companion 
of the apoftle Paul, is thought to tefer to this 
tice, ‘in’ ah ‘epiftle of ‘his till extant 
Bet me afk thet; doth Dr, reala 
bink {o;' Or doth he nov? he doth noty 
did he alledge #bis ‘proof of the high: 
of that‘cuftom'? On'the other handy 
if the Dotter is of ‘that opinion ; ifthe looks 
upon the épiftie of Barnabas to be. 


of milk, ‘and honey ‘to.a perfon 
then ‘moft’ he retra@: his ows 
“when he adds{m), “nor had it-as yet 


genvine, 
and fuppofes’it to refer to the cuftom ‘of givs 


among -the antients, to. ufe 


no 
| 
wo 
Hieronjm. adv. iferianes. Bochart. Hieroupic. lite 
| 
Bid. my C. 5. 
Bid. p. Gale alfo fays (Reflections.on Wall's 
** Ido not believe it (i. ¢. the word ré- 
, &c. p. 489.) it (i. ¢. 
“ generation) is ever fo much as once ufed in the antienteft _ 
Baptif betrayed them into that abfardity, which was nat 
near the time of St. But, a zeal for Infant 
a 
will prove, upon, his hy; caslicr than 


Saptized, and baptijm”—Let usniow 


to Trenaus; and by examifing another pat 


| 


fpeaks thus; « And again, giving the power 


} 


baptizing them the name the 


and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft-” 
This’ paffage feems too pl~in to need any 
comment, or to be capable of any evafion, 


Inanother place[p}, Irenaeus mentions dy name, 


the Baptifin of regeneration to God.” —The 


Doétor cannot fay of this paffage, that it is 


- fage, or two in ¢b/s antient writer, it will ma- 
appear, that he himfelf ufed the 
words regenerated and regeneration in the 
fenfe contencid for. In one place{o] he 


fs 


© of regeneration unto God to bis difciples, he 
© faid unto them, Go, and teach all nations, 


only a tranflation of Irenaeus; tor, we have 


it expreffed in bis own original words, if that 


will pleafe him. Well then ! Jrenzus exprefs- 
Ay fpeaks of the Baptifm of regeneration unto 


‘God. From whence it is natural for any 


man of plain fenfe, to infer that Infants were. 


baptized,—But fays the Doétor [g] “ the true 
fenfe of Irenaus feems to be this, that 


M 


fo} Et iterum poteftatem regenerationis in Deum demandans 


difcipulis, dicebat eis : “Euntes docete ommes gentes, bapti- 
€os in nomine Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus Sancti. Iren. 
tf] Paw pelos tis i. €. ba 
“tifmatis ejas, qua ef in Deum regenerationis. ren, lib, i- 


Divine right of Bap. examined, dc. p. 


God, and of Infants being regenerated unto 
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Chrift came to fave-all, that. are regene- 


*s' rated by his grace and {pirit, and none bot 


ly'giving up the point; as thofe words were 
always{r], and I think rightly [s}, underftood 
by the antient chriftian writers. 


are baptized unto God.” The like objecs 


tion is made by another learned writer [¢], who 
fhould have underftood the fentiments and 


lan guage of the primitive Fathers better. Did 
not he know, that Tertullian as well as St. Auj- 


&e. fpoketof Baptifm as neceflary to fal- 
vation? How came the ecchfiaftical bifforian 
thén to forget, that it is agreeable to the ecclke- 
fafiical file, to underftand Irenzus alfo as 
| Speaking of Beptifm under the fame notion? © 
a 


See'Wall’s Hiffory, &c. p.'2. ch. 6. 


his mimentary, &c. . Mar. xvi. 


at 3 expence of a tanto 


they, according to his own words. John iii, 
” Now, this is granting all we de- 
fire, wz. that the words of Irenzus refer to 
the words of Chrift in thofe texts of {crip- 
ture, particularly the laft. _ For, this is plain- © 


—+—But the Doctor is not yet eafy ; he fays, 
that “to underftand Jrengus as {peaking of 
|Baptifm, is to make him-at leaft to fuggefta 
dodtrine, which is -abfolutely falfe, as if 
'Chritt came to fave all, and only fuch, who” 


wf _The words of Chrift, Except a@ man be born of water, — 
_and jof the jpirit, &c. are parallel to the words of St. Paul, : 
_ iii, by the swafing of regeneration, and renewing of 
the Holy Ghoft. And t ofe, who would confine the words — 
whally to firitual baptifm,.put a manifeft force upon them, 
which is Dr. Gii/’s. way. See 


Cleric. iff. Eccles. ann. 180, 
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Wha this, what. urged as an 1 obj Bion, is 
a confirmation of the gies fenfe of 
Tren@us : which cannot be difproved by the 
Gonifequence drawn ‘ftom it, unlef, the infallic 
bility of Irenaeus in ‘points of doétrine be fir 
-eftablithed. “Befides, ‘hath not the Oracie.o 
truth bimfelf declared [u]? “ He that believ- 
© eth, and is baptized, thall be faved.” | And 
is not this the fame kind of language, that we 
fuppofe Irenaeus to fpeak, far as relates to 
_‘Baptifm? Thope, Dr. Gill will not here fay, 
that to underftand Cri? as {peaking of 
*'Baptifn, is to make him at leaft to fuggeft 
a -doétrine, which is abfolutely falfe, &c.” 
But,’ if the words of Chrift admit of a quali- 
- fied fenfe ; fo do the words of Irenaeus. There 
is nothing therefore in his manner of expref- 
fion, that argues that he doth not fpeak of 
_ Baptifm, when he fpeaks of Infants being re- 
generated unto God; but the conttary. “For, 
is way of fpeaking, thus underftood, is quite 
ag to the tile, and to ferip- 
ture language alfo.” So much then for the tef- % 
_timony, the plain unexceptionable teftimony, 
Of Irenaeus for the practice of Infant-Baptifin, 
And as this antient writer floarithed about fix-. 
ty ‘feven ‘years ‘after the apoftles, fo that he. 
may’ well ‘be fuppofed, as he is faid, to have 
beéni‘born fome time’ before the death of St. 
Soba: aed therefore carries u P the 
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(4) 


‘apottolic age. : 


\But farther to this evidence, let 


us proceed to Martyr, whofe 
fixed only. forty years after the apoftles, 


a with a paflage, where ‘fujtin Martyr 
plainly enough 

notion of ‘regeneration, thon gh he is defcrib- 
ing to the heathens the manner of adult-ba 


bap- | 
only, having no o¢cafion to defcend to 


any; farther particulars: mor do we alledge.the 


asa proof of Infant-Baptifm directly.5 


bationly to. fhew that this antient writer alfo 
ul at the word. regeneration, fo as to connate 


ifm, and thereby confirms the. fenfe al- 


in given of the words Irenaeus, 
tin r then fays [w],, “ We bring 
(viz. t to fome place, where 


is water; and they are by 


fame way. of regeneration by which.we — 
“were regentrated; jor they are wathed with 


© Water in the name of God the Father and, 
* Lord.of all things, and of our Saviour fe. 
Jas Chrift, and of the Holy Spirit. For, 


‘cannot into the kingdom o 


Thus, ag fiin Martyr uleth the term, | 
neration, {ok words of one. 


evidence for Infant-Baptifin very near to he 


the better to connect our obfervations on. hin 
our remarks on Ireneus; we fhall be- 


Apeaks of Baptifm under the 


fays[x], unle/s you be re 
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bere defcribes the manner of adminiftring — 


told; yet his words cannot. be thought to ex- 
clude the Baptifm of Infants in thofe days: 
becaule, we fee, that conftruction of our Savic 
our’s words did then obtain, which,as the Anti- 
o-baptiftsthemfelves fay, introduced Infant- 
Baptifin into the chrifiian church, So little reas 
fon had Dr. Gill to fay, {peaking of the time 
of Jreneus, near thirty years younger ‘than 

Juftin Martyr, had it as yet obtained 
among the anticnts to ule the words rege- 
\menated, regeneration, for baptized; 
“and. 


Baptifm only to the adult, as, we are often 


-Baptifint”” "As fer I. Gak’s quibbles 


upon this head, I fcarce need, ta refer the 


Reader to Dr, ‘Wall's: seply (y] for a proper | 
an{wer; the plain words of Fuffin Martyr; 
Dialog ué with Teyphe the where 
Martyr. fays thet concerning the in- 


fluence and effeth of Gn upon mans 


kind, which the anfient writers. 
Inthe fpeaks 
to chriftians in the room: of circumcifion ;— 
and fo points out the analogy between thefe — 
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the paffages at ‘made. pro 
tefle&tions upon them(a].’ To him 


fore Ip thall’ refer the curious’ and’ inquifitive 
Reader? for I haften to «another paffage if 


Sfuftin “Martyr, apon 


1 which I muft dwell a- 


while longer. Martyr then fays 


& 
tito Cbrift i in their childbood, &c.” Dr. Gil 
senders: the words thus{¢c], who from theif 
_ childhood were inftruéted in Chrift : for fo 


depend 


of: gtammar, or parallel cxample. 


_ }Several:perfons among us; of both fexes, of 


ifixty,. and feventy years of age, ob 
xpisa, who were difeipled 


he) the phraft, on which the whole 


*Sqwould never have been thought of, had it not 


toeférve a turn.”—Now, by exprefling 
him(elf thas, the’ Doétor feems to. be aware) 


that the turn of Infant-Baptifm would be ferv- 


ed, if that'conftraction of the word, 
which he difallows, ‘were admitted 
and. yet, alfo-had\‘not a turn to ferve in 
is probable. that he would never 
have thooght: of any other rendering of the 


word : ‘nor'can. he jultify: his own fenfe of the 


“otipbon, the fon of 


ed father ; 


| 


s;.fhould be rendered, and not: 
cipled, or:profeljted to Chrift, which render?) 
: ing of the words as it is unjuftifiable, fo it 
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father ;” -fays, Plutarch [c].. But accord. 
ing, to, Dr. Gill’s rule of conftruction, . we, 
thould fay, Antiphon was inftruéted in bis fa- 
ther, And would this be good fenfe, ora _ 
proper way of {peaking ? The Doétor himielf, 


when perhaps he was off his guard, and bad 
no turn to ferve, fometimes fuppofed, that in 
the chriftian fenfe of the word, di/ciple, it in- 
cludes Baptifm. For, fays he [d], The apof- 
* tle takes it for granted, that they were dap- 
tized, fince they were not only believers, 
* but difcipies.” And this fenfe of the word, 
as including the idea of Bapti/m, is confirmed 
by the following. paflage [¢]; When they 
© had preached the-gofpel to that city, and 


taught (difcipled) many, &c.” 


_ that is, made many difciples: By this ex- 
preffion the facred writer muft intend. fome- 
thing more than bare otherwife 
 it.isa mere fautology. And what can this 


fomething more be, but baptizing them? Dr. 


Gill bionfelf being judge. Therefore, fince 
according to the chri/tian fenfe of the word in 
it _comprehends Baptifm, when 
_ that they were daptized in their infancy, or 
_ childhood : for, the Baptifm of any perfons 


being” not a but one fingle tranfi- 


| 


[2] Plutarc. de vit. decom Rbet. Op. Vel. 2. p. 832. 


uftin Martyr fays of certain petfons 
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ent act, tb Speak of their being baptized 
their childhood, would be improper 
We grant, the word, difciple, hath a reference” 
to teaching, and ‘inftru@ion. . Bat then, 
lee the Antipzedo-baptifts pretend that 
fons muft be fir# taught before they 
val ptized; we, on the contrary maintain, 
: children rightly may be, and in fact were, 
baptized, and fo far made difciples to Chrift, . 
in order to be taught, as a {cholar i 3s pot to 
fchopl, that he may learn, 

of in this 


With refpect to the matter 
beyond the compafs of my pre/ent 


cafe, it is 
defign, to difcafs the queftion in that view, 
However, as it may contribute fomething to- 
ward ing the given fenfe of 
) thall here anticipate myfelf fo far, 
as to offer fome confiderations upon the words 
of the commifion [z]. “Go ye therefore, and 
teach (diftiple) al\ nations, baptizing them 
‘“ jn the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Chott ; teaching 
* them to obferve ail things whatfoever 1 
* have commanded you, é¢c.”——Hiere, fay the 
Antipedo-baptifts, teaching is fet before bap- 
tizing; and fo, from hence they argue, and 
would conclude, that al/ perfons muft be 
taught, before they are baptized. But, fromm 
a ftrict, and impartial examination of the — 
words of the the wilk 
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r to true, and that Aaprizing is teally 


appea 


words ; though I fhall not argue from thence, © 
that all mutt be baptized, before they 
are taught, but only that there ‘is no ground | 
from. the words of the commifiion for the 
contrary fuppofition. For (1.) we have the — 
senlral’ matter of the commiffion laid down 
in thefe words ; Go'ye and difciple, or profe- 
lyte, all nations. For fo, 1 infift, the original 
word ought to be rendred, to exprefs ats truc 
meaning, and to avoid a tautology ; not teach 
all nations; as teaching is mentioned after- 
ward by a more’ proper, and known term, 
dudecornoi)ec [4]. Accordingly, thus it is, that 
our tranflators have very properly rendred 
the word in another place of the fame gof- 
pel Nor can Dr. Gili, remembring his 
own obfervation above mentioned, difallow, 
how much foever he may déflike, ‘this inter- 
pretation ; of confine the fenfe of the word 
to mere teaching, but at the expence ofa pal- 
_pable felf.contradi@tion. Therefore, difci- 
pling is a general, and comprehenfive term, 
obferve (2.) the particular method of execu- 
ting: this commifiion, appointed in two direéti- 
VIZ. baptizing, and teaching: that is to 
fav, and for, the 


Greeks 


~ 


a 


See Wa P+ 1355 136s 


fet before teaching; inthe proper order of 
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Greeks ufe the for [4]. Oar 


grammarian, 


earned Dodtor over-acts the 
whenjhe fays [/], the antecedent to the 
relative them (after baptizing) cannot be all 
 mations,——but difcrples, &c,” The reafon, 
he gives for it, is of no: force at all, viz. the 
difagr of gender. Sach inaccuracies, 
or attivifins [m)}, ‘are not uncommon, 
Doétor may find the fame conftruction in 


other places yea, the very fame phrafe 


And let him, what is the antecedent to 
the fecond them ? (after teaching) Will he fay, 


as before, difciples? Then, by his own con- 
feflion,, difciples are-perfoms to be taught! 
give the Doétor free liberty, to chufe hisown 
wat hig And whether it be a// nations, 


oF difciples 
‘fet before teaching in the exprefs words of the 


this is plain, that daptizing is 


fore 
Therefore, to return to Fuf- 
tin no fufficient. reafon appears, why. 


perfons, mentioned by him, as hav- 


| may not be 
(ciples to Chrift in their infancy by 
fm, and afterwards tay ght from their 
; )according to that of the 


Spexbam. Dubia Evang. in lec. 
p4) Diving right of Inf. Bap. &c. p. 7g. 
[=] The ¢onttruction of a relative is of the fame nature 


a4 with that of an adjeive ; concerning which the rule is: po- | 


et attice, nec cafu, BOC BOC 
2 Kings xvii. 41, Ads xv. 
Ue] Mat axe. 32. 


The 


difcipled to Chrif? in, ot from their 
fappoted, to have been, 


q 
' 
| 
d 
. 
ne 


Gor) 
learned Dr. (p), Baptifn makes. 


the full import of fu/tin Martyr’s phrafe, 
And, confidering the time, when he writ, _ 


the perfons, of whom he fpeaks, muft have 


been difcipled to Chrift, and confequently 
_ baptized, in the apoftolic age, and near the 
middle of 

thall not here upon the 
and anfwers to the Orthodox ; a book which 


goes under the name of Fuftin Martyr, but 
is the work of a later author, in the fourth 


centory perhaps However, Infant- 
| y 3 


tifm is there fpoken of, as a thing vulgar 
known, and practifed in the chriftian church, 


and the right of children to Baptifm on the 
foot'of the faith of thofe, that prefent them, 
is plainly, and pofitively afferted [s]. We 
/M@ay rank ‘he book in the fame clafs.with the 
Apoftolical itutions, which expre(sly order 
the Baptifm of Infants [*]. And fo, from | 
both we may conclude, that Infant- Baptifm 
was rag in the Greek church; a fact | 
whic the Antipedo-baptifts have fometimes 


denice 


19, Op. Vol: 2. p. 1324. 
This is according to the tule, Baptize your children, and 
bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. bce’ 


f Conttitut. ubi infra, | 
See the Baprifm of Infants, a rexonable fervice. p- 


Vid. Queft. 74, 126, “ae 
Conflitut. lib. 6. Cap. 15. 
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ons before Fuftin Martyr in order. _How- 


Perk ps, to my propiofed. 
fhould have mentioned the Recognit?-— 


ever, fays the learned and laborious Mr, | 


[uJ], ‘ It. is am; antient writing of 
the fame age with. fuftin Martyr, men- 


tioned by Origen in his Philocalia, and by 


* fome afcribed to Bardefenes Syrus, who 


*« lived about the middle of the fecond .cen- 


tury. . This author {peaks of the neceffity 


of Baptifm in the ftyle, as ‘fuftin 


“ Martyr did, &c. — So that if Infant-Bap- 

** tifm was founded, as Salmafius pleads, up- 
on the opinion of the neceffity of Baptifm 

to falvation ; this author muft be an affertor 


of Baptifm to falvation[w], 
To conclude in the words of the fame 


author [w]. * The moft antient writer, that 


« of Infant-Baptifm ; becaufe he was unde- | 
niably an affertor of the general 


© we have is Clemens Romanus, who lived in 
** the time of the apoftles. And he, though 


- he doth oth not direGtly mention Infant. 


Clement. Recognit: 6. 
Bingham antig. ibid. f&. 6. 


aes 


at she B. xi. a. + 8, 


yet faysa thing, that by confequence | 
ves\it, For, he makes Infants liable to 

Original fin, which in effe@ is to fay, that — 
** they have need of Baptifm to purge it — 
ec - Hermes Paftor lived 
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(93) 
linn time with Clemens, and hath 
feveral paflages to fhew the general neceffi- 
« ty of water, that is Baptifm, to fave men, 
[x]. —- Therefore, they who reprefent 
this-do@trine of the neceffity of Baptifm 
as a novelty, or an error, firft 
_ into the church in the age of St. Auftin 
© againft the Pelagian hereticks; do mani- 
feft wrong both tothe doGtrine itfelf, and 
—-* to St. Auftin, and to the antients, who | 
_ embraced, and delivered the fame before 
This, from the begining of the cen- 
tury bac kward, either exprefsly, or in ref- 
_ peét to the common grounds of it (thofe very 
_ grounds upon which the Antipedo-baptifts 
_ themfelves fay, it was founded) we have tra- 
_ eed up the practice of Infant-Baptifm to the 
time of apoftles [ [y}. (And itis only the 
itfelf, as attefted by the antient writers, 
their reafonings it, in which we are 
-oonceried at prefent) Our teftimonies upon 
this head might have been expeéted to be 
more full for the fir/t ages, if there had then 
an 


Hermes lib, 1. & See Wall's Hiltory, &e. 
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what hé f 
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Confe 
baptized at adult. 
the Purpole ! For, q 
Auftin we alf 
born, his father 


Tearn, tha 
‘Was a hea 


a 


“* church of his 
ep [8] See Marthali’s 


"Tombes. p. gy. 
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deme may feem to lofe in ‘one view, it paing 
40 another, main gueftion is on which — 
‘fide the preponderating evidence lies, And 
to judge of this, J defire the Reader to coh. 
hat in all the f 
fider, that in all Orementioned period the , 
4 
Antipedo-baptifts cannot Produte one fingle 
author to difprove the fae Ly]. For, 
fir man, that ever luggefted any thing of 
that kind, was Wilfrid Strabo. a c.in 
the ninth century; and ys is 7 
rounded upon a palpable ule, 
he buildg his Opinion, againit ¢ Carly prac- 
tice of Infant-Bapti{m, UPOA No hiftorical 
memoirs, or authentic teftimony ; but onls 
a paffage in St, 
which {peaks of his be; 
age. Nothing at all ¢ 
from the |fame book of 
t, when he y 
hen fz]. An 
Cyl Mr. Gale fays, Had it be ce, 
J was it bern the fettled pradwice, Sc. 
it cannot be ‘magined, that Tertullian ould venture to 
it. Why not? Why might not he have the confi- 
dence, and felf that Mr. Gel has now, when it. 
the fettled practice? He knows well enough¢ Def 
(though he bald conceal it From any ignorant Reader) that, 
“That is Tertullian’s charaGer among men; in A 
his fin to 4 prattice, and tenets of the it, 
nce of Inf. Bap. j anfwer to 
hiftor y, & ‘ea + 


then'a his being | 
infancy can no more prove, that Bare 
tifm was not the common practice of Sag 
chriftian church. at that time (as we know. it. 
was by St. own teftimony) than 
mathy’s not being circumcifed in infancy (whofe 
father was a Greek, and his mother a ‘few- 
efi [a]) is any proof that 
was not then the common of the 
ewifh church. Wherefore to conclude all 
n the words of St. Auguflin, in his epiftle to — 
St Serome, contra Ecclefiae ifimum 
morem nemo fentiat, i. ** let no body think 
contrary to the moft 
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ig seid prepare the Way for the 
of the Authority of Infant-Baptifm; 
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Tuck's Heal in 


Separ ration from the Eftablifhment ‘isyfully jt 
of Schifm i is ‘refuted atid retort | 


‘and: the Church ‘of. 


pared, andfound to be 


+. 


ty and Loyatry: 


of ‘Tradigién, in’Aniwer to 
| inticled, and comprehentove View of 


the fixthe rticle. of. the — 


eftimdriy of Scripture’ and the'Fa- 
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